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CONFLICT OF INTEREST 


WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 26, 1955 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
ANTITRUST SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:30 a. m., 
in room 346, Old House Office Building, Hon. Emanuel Celler 
presiding. 

Present: Representatives Celler (chairman), Rodino, Fine, and 
Keating. 

Also present: Herbert N. Maletz, chief counsel, and Kenneth R. 
Harkins, cocounsel of the subcommittee. 

The CHarrman. The committee will come to order. 

The chairman wishes to read a brief statement. 

The subject of our hearing today is that an official whose Govern- 
ment responsibilities required dealings with firms which may have 
or may not have been clients or associates of his shortly before his 
entrance into Government service. This individual is the Commis- 
sioner of Public Buildings, Peter A. Strobel. 

Mr. Strobel, prior to his appointment, has been associated with the 
firm of Strobel & Salzman, consulting engineers, of New York City, 
and in that capacity had business relations with many leading archi- 
tectural and construction firms. 

This committee does not wish in any manner to prejudge Mr. 
Strobel. The committee will be wholly objective and let the testimony 
speak for itself. Mr. Strobel has been cooperative with the subcom- 
mittee in the course of its investigation and has made available to it 
various materials that have been requested. But I do think it is 
important to ascertain whether there is any incompatibility between 
the private interests of Mr. Strobel and his Government responsi- 
bilities. In view of the importance of the office which Mr. Strobel 
holds, the matter is one which should be looked into immediately. 

The committee will seek to determine whether Mr. Strobel’s activ- 
ities comport with the code of ethics promulgated by the General 
Services Administration for all its constituent agencies, including the 
Public Buildings Service. This code of ethics requires that all 
employees of the : agency so conduct themselves as to permit no possible 
basis for suspicion of unethical business practices. It prohibits 
employees from engaging in any outside business unless the approval 
of competent authority is first obtained. And it prohibits employees 
from taking any final action with respect to any matter in which the 
employee has any personal or financial relationships. 
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Now, Mr. Strobel, will you kindly step forward, please, and your 
counsel, Mr. Robb. Will you stand and raise your right hand and 
repeat: Do you solemnly swear that you will tell the truth, the whole 
truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Srropex. Nothing but the truth, so help me God. 


TESTIMONY OF PETER A. STROBEL, COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC 
BUILDINGS SERVICE, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION; 
ACCOMPANIED BY ROGER ROBB, COUNSEL 


The CuarrMan. Will you give your name and address and affilia- 
tion with the Government to the stenographer ? 

Mr. Srroset. My name is Peter A. Strobel, Commissioner of Public 
Buildings Service of the General Services Administration. 

The Cuarrman. Now, your distinguished counsel, Mr. Robb, has 
asked permission for you to read a statement, and you have that 
permission. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF PETER A. STROBEL, COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC BUILDINGS SERVICE, 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


My name is Peter A. Strobel, and since July 1, 1954, I have been Commissioner, 
Public Buildings Service, General Services Administration. I understand that 
this committee would like to know something about me and what I have been 
doing in Washington. I am very glad to appear before you this morning to make 
a statement and to answer any questions you may have. 

Perhaps a word about my professional background might be in order. This 
background is: Graduate civil engineer, 1925; worked as a draftsman, designer, 
and engineer with various firms from 1925 until 1937; 1937-40, chief structural 
engineer, New York World’s Fair; 1941, chief structural engineer for Army Air- 
base, Jamaica, British West Indies; 1942-43, chief engineer, James Stewart & 
Co, Inc., New York; in 1943, I established my own practice as a consulting 
engineer, and in 1945 the partnership of Strobel & Salzman, consulting engineers, 
of New York, was established. 

Strobel & Salzman is a consulting engineering firm doing professional work, 
that is, preparing plans and specifications for civil and structural engineering 
work in connection with all types of buildings and structures. The firm’s clients 
consist of owners, builders, contractors, fabricators, architects, and engineers. 
The firm has been most fortunate in acquiring a very high type of clientele. The 
bulk of the firm’s business has been for private enterprise, although to some ex- 
tent we have of course participated in the defense efforts of this country. Among 
the projects of our firm have been manufacturing plants, armories, railroad sta- 
tions, commercial buildings, shopping centers and department stores, office 
buildings, hospitals, university buildings and laboratories, schools, apartments, 
churches, and airport structures. A specialty of the firm has been hangars of 
many different types which involved a few inventions made by us. During the 
war, several hundred hangars were fabricated from our design. 

When I came to Washington, I gave up the active management of the business. 
I did not come to Washington for personal gain. This has been borne out by the 
fact that the net earnings of the firm fell in 1954 to half of what they were in 
1953. 

I laid down certain basic rules to govern Strobel & Salzman in their activities 
during my term of public office. I have followed these rules. Among them are— 

1. Strobel & Salzman would disqualify itself from taking on any contract or 
subcontract which involved or came under the jurisdiction of the Public Build- 
ings Service of the General Services Administration. 

2. Strobel & Salzman would not take on any new clients (who were not clients 
or in the process of negotiation prior to my entry into public office) even for 
wholly unrelated work, where the new client was interested in or in the process 
of seeking a contract or subcontract with the Public Buildings Service of the 
General Services Administration. 
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3. Neither the firm nor I would have any financial interest, stock or otherwise, 
in any architectural or construction firm. 

When I took office it was my understanding that under the law the firm of 
Strobel & Salzman might properly seek and accept contracts from agencies of the 
Government other than GSA. Pursuant to this understanding, the firm has on 
a few occasions made inquiries about the possibilities of obtaining such business. 
I have made no such inquiries, and the fact is that since I took office the firm 
has made no such contracts with any Government agency. The firm has com- 
pleted one such contract which was let before I took office. 

As a result of the business activities of Strobel & Salzman and their compara- 
tive success, I am acquainted on a professional basis with many outstanding 
architects, engineers, and contractors, some of whom might look to GSA as a 
source of work whenever we have a building program. As the Government's 
contracting officer in handling architect-engineer contracts for building projects, 
however, I can assure you that no favoritism has been shown to anybody. For 
many years the following procedure has been followed in selecting architect- 
engineers: Local architect-engineers are used to the fullest extent. We solicit 
all registered architects in the area of the project. In some cases we solicit all 
architects in the State. They are requested to submit questionnaires and docu- 
mentation about their organization, and their present workload, together with 
photographs of work done, and other information that may be helpful in judging 
their qualifications. They are then rated by a board of three qualified men in 
the Public Buildings Service who submit their recommendations to me in accord- 
ance with the ratings. The record shows that I have followed the recommenda- 
tions of this three-man board in every case. The only contracts awarded on a 
selective basis are those for the professional services of architect-engineers; all 
others are awarded on a competitive-bid basis. 

The record shows that two clients of Strobel & Salzman, namely, Serge P. 
Petroff & Associates, and Chapman, Evans & Delehanty, both architectural firms 
with offices in New York, have done some work for GSA since I have been in 
office. The fact that these firms happened to be clients of Strobel & Salzman had 
nothing whatever to do with their retention by GSA. I shall be very glad to 
tell you all about these cases in detail if you wish. 

There has never been any secret about the fact that I have an interest in 
the firm of Strobel & Salzman and that I have devoted some time to its affairs 
since I came to Washington. On no occasion, however, have I attended to the 
business of Strobel & Salzman on Government time. I have not used Govern- 
ment stationery for my private business, nor have I in any way used or sought 
to use my official position to further the interests of the firm. 

I have cooperated in every way with the staff of your committee, making all 
my files available to them, for I do not wish to have any misunderstanding 
about my position in this metter. I am now glad, to the best of my ability, to 
answer any questions which the committee or the staff may have. 


Mr. Srrosev. Thank you, sir. 

My name is Peter A Strobel and since July 1, 1954, I have been 
Commissioner, Public Buildings Service, General Services Adminis- 
tration. I understand that this committee would like to know some- 
thing about me and what I have been doing in Washington. I am 
very “glad to appear before you this morning ‘to make a statement and 
to answer any questions you may have. 

Perhaps a word about my professional background might be in 
order. This background is: Graduate civil engineer, 19: 25 worked 
as a draftsman, designer, and engineer with various firms from 1925 
until 1937; 1937-40, chief structural engineer, New York World’s 

‘air, Inc.; "1941, chief structural engineer ‘for Army airbase, Jamaica, 
British West Indies; 1942-43, chief engineer, James Stewart & Co., 
Inc., New York; in 1943, I established my own practice as a consulting 
engineer and in 1945 the partnership of Strobel & Salzman, consulting 
engineers, of New York, was established. 

Strobel & Salzman is a consulting engineering firm doing profes- 
sional work, that is, preparing plans and specifications for civil and 
structural engineering work in connection with all types of buildings 
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and structures. The firm’s clients consist of owners, builders, con- 
tractors, fabricators, architects, and engineers. 

The firm has been most fortunate in acquiring a very high type of 
clientele. The bulk of the firm’s business has been for private enter- 
prise, although to some extent we have, of course, participated in 
the defense efforts of this country. Among the projects of our firm 
have been manufacturing plants, armories, railroad stations, commer- 
cial buildings, shopping centers and department stores, office buildings, 
hospitals, university buildings and laboratories, schools, apartments, 
churches, and airport structures. 

A specialty of the firm has been hangars of many different types 
which involved a few inventions made by us. During the war, several 
hundred hangars were fabricated from our design. 

When I ec: ae to Washington, I gave up the active management of 
the business. I did not come to W ashington for personal gain. This 
has been borne out by the fact that the 1 net earnings of the firm fell 
in 1954 to half of what they were in 1953. 

I laid down certain basic rules to govern Strobel & Salzman in their 
activities, during my term of public office. I have followed these rules. 
Among them are: 

1. Strobel & Salzman would disqualify itself from taking on any 
contract or subcontract which involved or came under the jurisdic- 
tion of the Public Buildings Service of the General Services Adminis- 
tration. 

2. Strobel & Salzman would not take on any new clients (who were 
not clients or in the process of negotiation prior to my entry into 
public office) even for wholly unrelated work, where the new client 
was interested in or in the process of seeking a contract or subcontract 
with the Public Buildings Service of the General Services Adminis- 
tration. 

Mr. Marerz. May [ask a clarifying question at this point? Assum- 
ing that Strobel & Salzman had done some work for a client 5 or 6 
years ago—let’s say that client was an architectural firm—and you 
hadn’t done any work for that firm since that time. Now, if that archi- 
tectural firm is seeking business from the Public Buildings Service, 
would Strobel & Salzman feel free to solicit business from that par- 
ticular firm ¢ 

Mr. Srroper. Well, that is a difficult question to answer, because I 
don’t think it has come up. 

Mr. Materz. I take it by the term “new client” you are referring 
to companies for whom Strobel & Salzman has not done any business 
in the past ? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Therefore, according to your statement—— 

Mr. Srroser. Legally speaking, such a client, even though we had 
not done any work ‘for him for 5 years, would still fall into the cate- 
gory of being an old client of the firm. 

Mr. Materz. Thank you. 

Mr. Frxe. I don’t quite understand that. Were there any situations 
in which these old clients came forward ¢ 

Mr. Srropet. No; there has been no such situation. 

The Cuarrman. Let there be no further interruptions until Mr. 
Strobel finishes his statement. 

Mr. Srropen. Thank you. 
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Point 3. Neither the firm nor I would have any financial interest, 
stock, or otherwise, in any architectural or construction firm. 

When I took office it was my understanding that under the law the 
firm of Strobel & Salzman might properly seek and accept contracts 
from agencies of the Government other than GSA. Pursuant to this 
understanding, the firm has on a few occasions made inquiries about 
the possibilities of obtaining such business. I have made no such 
inquiries, and the fact is that since I took office the firm has made no 
such contracts with any Government agency. The firm has com- 
pleted one such contract which was let before I took office. 

As a result of the business activities of Strobel & Salzman and their 
comparative success, I am acquainted on a professional basis with 
many outstanding architects, engineers, and contractors, some of 
whom might look to GSA as a source of work whenever we have a 
building program. 

As the Government’s contracting officer in handling architect-engi- 
neer contracts for building project, however, I can assure you that no 
favoritism has been shown to anybody. 

For many years the following procedure has been followed in 
selecting architect-engineers : Loc al architect- -engineers are used to the 
fullest extent. We solicit all registered architects in the area of the 
project. In some cases we solicit all architects in the State. 

They are requested to submit questionnaires and documentation 
about their organization, and their present workload, together with 
photographs of work done, and other information that may be help- 
ful in judging their qualifications. 

They are then rated on a board of three qualified men in the Public 
Buildings Service who submit their recommendations to me in accord- 
ance with the ratings. The record shows that I have followed the 

recommendations of this 3-man board in every case. The only con- 
tracts awarded on a selective basis are those for the professional serv- 
ices of architect-engineers; all others are awarded on a competitive- 
bid basis. 

The record shows that two clients of Strobel & Salzman, namely, 
Serge P. Petroff & Associates, and Chapman, Evans & Delehanty, both 
architectural firms with offices in New York, have done some work 
for GSA since I have been in office. 

The fact that these firms happened to be clients of Strobel & 
Salzman had nothing whatever to do with their retention by GSA, I 
shall be very glad to tell you all about these cases in detail if you wish. 

There has never been any secret about the fact that I have an interest 
in the firm of Strobel & Salzman and that I have devoted some time to 
its affairs since I came to Washington. On no occasion, however, 
have I attended to the business of Strobel & Salzman on Government 
time. 

I have not used Government stationery for my private business, 
nor have I in any way used or sought to use my official position to 
further the interests of the firm. 

I have cooperated in every way with ~ staff of your committee, 
making all my files available to them, for I do not wish to have any 
misunderstanding about my position in this matter. I am now glad, 
to the best of my ability, to answer any questions which the committee 
or the staff may have. 

Thank you. 
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Mr. Materz. Mr. Strobel, you were appointed as Commissioner of 
Public Buildings by Mr. Mansure, is that right ? 

Mr. Srrosext. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. And the position of Commissioner of Public Buildings 
does not require Senate confirmation, is that correct, sir? 

Mr. Strropet. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. Now, is it correct that on April 1, 1954, you were 
appointed by the Administrator, Mr. Mansure, as a fulltime, 8-hour 
per day, 5-day a week consultant in GSA, with the understanding that 
you would become Public Buildings Commissioner when the incum- 
bent, Mr. W. E. Reynolds retired on June 30, 1954? 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. I was called down here April 1 as a 
consultant. 

Mr. Maerz. And your service began on April 1, 1954? 

Mr. Srroset. You mentioned as a full-time, 5-day—I don’t think 
there was any such restriction on my time. I did not take any time 
off. I think I did serve time, but I could have taken any time off I 
wanted, of course, without compensation. 

Mr. Matetz. I don’t want to quibble on that point. 

Mr. Srrosex. I was down here as an apprentice. 

Mr. Materz. You were sent a notification of personnel action by 
GSA, and this notification of personnel action indicates that a regular 
tour of duty was established for you 8 hours per day on a 5-day 
week. Would you like to examine this? 

Mr. Srroset. It was a per diem proposition. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Chairman, I offer in evidence the GSA “notifica- 
tion of personnel action.” 

The Cuarrman. The “notification of personnel action” will be ac- 
cepted for the record. 
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(The document is as follows :) 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
STANDARD FORM 50 (6 PART) 


REV. APRIL 1081 
PROMULGATED BY 
© S Ch¥n SCaviCe Commission 
cuarrem at 
FEDERAL PERSONMEL MANUAL 





NOTIFICATION OF PERSONNEL ACTION S-426 


1. NAME (um —S1SS-BRS.—ONE GIVEN RANE, INITIAL (S), AND SURNAME) 


MR. PETER A. STROBEL 


5. MATURE OF ACTION (use sTANDARD TaRmiNOLOST) 6. EFFECTIVE DATE 7 Crvik SERVICE GR OTHER LEGAL AUIHORITY 


EXCEPTED APPOINTMENT (TEMPORARY ) te PL rT’ AS AMENDED. SEC. 


& POSITION TITLE 


CONSULTANT 
* Gikbe any $50.00 PER DAY 


1 SEsieaarions OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR 


os WASHINGTON, D.C. 
RESIDENCE | NEW ROCHELLE, MEW YORK 


DEPARTMENTAL 


12. FIELD OR DEPT'L [| Free | 
13. VETERAN'S PREFERENCE 14. Position boca lrade ACTION 


bl cledolal ii “| es 


17. APPROPRIATION [ er s. | SS Seer DATE OF ao. [= LEGAL AT SIDENCE 
tr vnrmeht ACT MENT AFFIDAVIT: 


(ccneneee a0? (D cameo 2 ote 


c: Tos aa 
nu. nemams: This adtion ib subyect to all applicable aR. rules. and es oe pony siy be 


subject to investiantion and approval by the United States Civil Service Commission, 
The action may be corrected or canceled if not in accordance with all requirements. 


REGULAR TOUR OF DUTY ESTABLISHED - ® HOURS PER DAY, 5 DAY WEEK. 


ENTITLED TO $15.00 PER DIEM IM LIEU OF SUBSISTANCE WHILE AWAY 9 ooo 
FROM RES !DENCE. Bg 


SOCIAL SECURITY ACCOUNT # PENDING. 





4. PERSONNEL FOLDER COPY Re. . 0. 1988-a89008 
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Mr. Materz. The main reason for your appointment on April 1 I 
take it, was to enable you to familiarize yourself with the duties of the 
C ommissioner of Public Buildings? 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. MaLerz. Would you tell the subcommittee what your principal 
responsibilities are as Commissioner of Public Buildings? 

Mr. Srropet. As Commissioner I am head of the service called Pub- 
lic Buildings Service, which has five basic operations under its juris- 
diction. One i is the Buildings Management Division, the Real Estate 
Division, the Design and C onservation Division, the Division for Sur- 

lus Real Estate Disposal, and the National Industrial Reserve 
ivision. 

Mr. Materz. Mr. Strobel, we have a press release issued by GSA 
on June 14, 1954, announcing your forthcoming appointment as Com- 
missioner. And if I may, I “would like to read just three short para- 
graphs from that press release summar izing your duties, and ask you 
whether that is an accurate summary : 

The real estate responsibilities which Mr. Strobel assume are customarily 
measured in 10 figures, exceeding $1 billion. 

Major items in the duties of the Public Buildings Service include the parceling 
out of more than 118 million square feet of floor space among Federal agencies, 
furnishing operating services to 113.3 million square feet in and out of Wash- 
ington, D. C., and making necessary repairs and improvements in 103 million 
square feet in more than 5,500 Federal buildings outside Washington, D. C. 

The other important responsibilities include the national industrial reserve 
with 45 industrial plants, and 9,000 pieces of industrial equipment in the laid- 
away or operating status; the Government inventory of surplus real property, 
with an estimated acquisition cost of $209.6 billion at the close of the last fiscal 
year, and the provision of communications and other public utility services to 
Federal agencies. In the last fiscal year the Service had in progress, in design, or 
construction stages, 132 major building projects, estimated to cost $214.2 
million. 


Is that an accurate summary in general ? 
Mr. Srroseu. That is basically. 
Mr. Maerz. I offer this press release in evidence, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Srropet. The picture changes in size and scope of operation 
from year to year. 
Mr. Materz. I offer this document. 
The Crarrman. It will be accepted. 
(The document is as follows :) 


{For release to morning papers, Monday, June 14, 1954] 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


OFFICE OF PUBLIC INFORMATION AND REPORTS 
GSA-275 


As the newly appointed Commissioner of the Public Building Service, Peter A. 
Strobel, Denmark-born consulting engineer and construction executive, will 
become responsible for the world’s largest operation in real-estate management 
on June 30. 

The appointment was announced today by Edmund F. Mansure, Administrator 
of Ge sneral Services. The Public Buildings Service is 1 of the 4 operating arms 
of the General Services Administration which is charged with the management 
of Iederal records, supplies, real property, and expansion of production and 
purchase of materials for the national stockpile. 

Mr. Strobel will succeed W. E. Reynolds whose retirement at the end of June 
will close 21 years of supervision of the Government's public buildings. 

In commenting on the appointment, Mr. Mansure said: 





; 
5 
a 


werellioy 


~ Tees ann cia ol td oer. 








Soh a ao aba ee nti 


aR ket ie SL SENS MED REESE ES Fos 


CONFLICT OF INTEREST 9 


“We are fortunate in being able to enlist the services of Mr. Strobel. His out- 
standing record in construction and engineering assures economy and efficiency 
in the complex operations of the public buildings—from new construction on 
through the day-to-day tasks necessary to keep the buildings in good working 
condition. 

“Let me add that he accepted the post in gratitude for the opportunities the 
United States accorded him after he came here as a fledgling civil engineer 
recently graduated from the Royal Technical University of Copenhagen. He 
has built his successful professional career, in its entirety, in the United States. 

“Mr. Strobel is a worthy successor to Mr. Reynolds whose long career has 
been marked by an exceptional combination of technical skills and loyal devotion 
to his duties. He has made many valuable contributions to much of the notable 
public construction of the past 22 years.” 

At the same time, Mr. Mansure made public a letter to Mr. Reynolds ex- 
pressing appreciation for his leadership in the design and construction of public 
buildings. The text is attached. 

Mr. Mansure pointed out that the new appointee relinquished all active par- 
ticipation in the management of the consulting engineering firm of Strobel & 
Salzman, of New York, N. Y. Mr. Strobel makes his home in New Rochelle, N. Y¥. 

The real estate responsibilities which Mr. Strobel will assume are customarily 
measured in 10 figures exceeding $1 billion. 

Major items in the duties of the Public Buildings Service include the parcelling 
out of more than 118 million square feet of floor space among Federal agencies 
furnishing operating services to 113.3 million square feet in and out of Washing- 
ton, D. C., and making necessary repairs and improvements in 103 million square 
feet in more than 5,500 Federal buildings outside Washington, D. C. 

Other important responsibilities include the national industrial reserve, with 
45 industrial plants and 9,000 pieces of industrial equipment in the laid-away or 
operating status; the Government inventory of surplus real property, with an 
estimated acquisition cost of $207.6 million at the close of the last fiscal year, 
and the provision of communications and other public utility services to Federal 
agencies. In the last fiscal year the Service had in progress, in design or con- 
struction stages, 132 major building projects estimated to cost $214.2 million. 

A biographical outline of Mr. Strobel’s career is given below : 

Nationally prominent engineer and construction executive. Born in Denmark, 
May 22, 1901. Came to the United States in 1925. Educated at the Royal 
Technical University, Copenhagen; master of science in civil engineering, 1925. 

Started as structural steel draftsman, becoming successively designing engi- 
neer, field inspector, chief engineer, and consulting engineer. 

*artner in the firm of Strobel & Salzman, consulting engineers. For the past 
25 years has been engaged in major engineering projects throughout the country. 
Chief structural engineer for New York World’s Fair, 1939, Inc. 

Chief engineer of James Steward & Co., Inc., designed many large mills and 
plants, essentially of heavy industrial character, for manufacture of steel, steel 
tubes, aluminum tubes and other aluminum products, airplaine turrets, and 
assembly of airplanes. 

Engaged in many important projects for the armed services. Invented, de- 
signed, detailed, and supervised erection of portable airplane hangers. Wrote 
War Department technical manuals on erecting portable hangers. Designed 
packaging of portable hangars for transport by air. Designed for the Corps of 
Engineers prefabricated Army barracks, insulated type, for use in field operations. 

Developed for the Chief's Office, Corps of Engineers, standard construction 
drawings and specitications for many types of warehouses and hangars. 

Member of a committee reporting to the Atomic Energy Commission on 
economy in planning and construction of new atomic-energy projects. Shared 
in construction for atomic research of Nuclear Physics Laboratory and Accel- 
erator Building at Cornell University; and building for the 3-billion electronie 
volt cosmotron at Brookhaven National Laboratories. 

In United States participated in construction of industrial plants, manu- 
facturing plants, and warehouses; material-handling facilities; cement and 
powerplants; armories; hangers; railroad stations; garages; commercial build- 
ings; shopping centers; hospitals and churches: laboratories and researeh cen- 
ters; college and unversity buildings; and apartments and housing. 

Typical projects are: Airplane: assembly plant, Hagerstown, Md.; 15-story 
printing, Storage, and office building for New York Times; Central State Hos- 
pital, Islip, N. Y.: Albert Einstein College of Medicine, Bronx, N. ¥.: Sedgwich 
Houses for New York City Housing Authority; and Westgate Shopping Center, 
Fairview, Ohio. 
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Professional services devoted largely to construction within the United States, 
but has designed military and industrial installations for construction in 
Argentina, Canada, China, Libya, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey. 

Married, has a daughter who is a graduate of Architectural School of Design, 
Harvard University. Home, New Rochelle, N. Y. Member of the American 
Society of Civil Engineers; New York Society of Professional Engineers; New 
York Building Congress; Architectural League of New York (1953 chairman, 
engineering committee, Architectural League gold medal award); Engineers 
Club of New York, and New York Association of Consulting Engineers. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
June 8, 1954. 
Mr. W. E. ReyNotps, 
Commissioner of Public Buildings, 
Public Buildings Service, 
General Services Administration, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Bert: In your retirement from the General Services Administration, 
we all are acutely conscious that the Federal Government is losing a loyal and 
outstanding servant. Your contributions are truly genuine, visible, and lasting 
in value. 

In your long career as Commissioner of the Public Buildings Service and its 
predecessor agency you guided with competence and skill the design and con- 
struction of many notable public buildings. They have enriched the Nation— 
in the District of Columbia and in the many cities throughout the land. 

The long list of new landmarks contains significant accomplishments in modern 
architecture. The rare combination of economy, efficiency, new materials, and 
techniques has rewarded the Government with many fine examples of functional 
design. Pioneering achievements of outstanding character stand to your credit 
in the General Accounting Office, the handsome terminal buildings of the Wash- 
ington National Airport, the United States courthouse, and the Clinical Center of 
the National Institutes of Health in greater Washington—to name only a few. 

These buildings will long attest your leadership during the past 22 years. 
Now that the hour of your retirement is near, I convey to you, in a very limited 
way, the recognition which your contributions merit. 

May I add a personal word of gratitude for the grand way we have worked 
together. In particular, my thanks for deferring your retirement for many 
months while your successor was selected, and had the benefit of your wise 
consultation in learning the scope of the Public Buildings Service, which has 
been aptly described as the world’s largest operation in real-property man- 
agement. 

Cordially yours, 
EpMuND F. MANSURE, 
Administrator of General Services. 


Mr. Materz. Is it one of your responsibilities as Commissioner to 
administer the recently enacted lease-purchase program for Federal 
building construction ? 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, would it be correct that the lease-purchase legis- 
lation authoritizes Federal building construction to be financed by 
private investors who will be repaid by GSA thereafter with interest 
in equal installments like rent in 10 to 25 years? 

Mr. Srropet. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, do you, Mr. Strobel, as Commissioner, have 

responsibility for selecting private architects for Federal building 
construction on a negotiated rather than a competitive-bid basis? 
- Mr. Srropen. The selection of architects and engineers, in other 
words, services for professional work, has been judged to be outside 
the necessity of calling for competitive bidding. And it is therefore 
done on the basis of selection, and on the basis of qualifications, as I 
explained in my statement. 

The Cuarrman. You mean by that that the selection is primarily 
on a negotiated rather than on a competitive bidding basis? 
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Mr. Srropev. That is correct; it is on a selective basis. 

Mr. Fine. Mr. Chairman, who promulgated that policy? 

Mr. Srrosev. That is an old policy that has been in effect for many 
years before my time. We have not changed that system at all. 

Mr. Materz. Isn’t it correct that the rules of the architectural and 
engineering societies require members to negotiate contracts rather 
than to do business on a competitive-bid basis? 

Mr. Srrozet. That is correct. I doubt very much if we asked for 
competitive bids on architectural service, I don’t think we would get 
any answer. 

Mr. Keatine. Anyway architects’ charges are quite uniform, aren’t 
they ? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 

Mr. Keatine. More uniform than lawyers? 

Mr. Srroset. In that respect we do not argue or trade or negotiate 
with the prospective architectural contractor about the fee. We have 
fee curves from which we size up the amount of money a certain proj- 
ect is worth, and we tell these architects, “Take it or leave it”; we 
do not dicker with them on the money. 

Mr. Materz. Mr. Strobel, your responsibility in addition to con- 
struction under the lease-purchase program applies to construction 
under other Federal buildings programs; is that correct? 

Mr. Srropext. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. Would you tell us how many buildings are to be con- 
structed under the lease-purchase program? 

Mr. Srropet. The lease-purchase progranr got its start last year by 
the passing of the public building purchase contract law. We have 
at the present time 26 projects approved by the Public Works Com- 
mittees of the House and the Senate. Those projects are approved 
on an individual basis after they have been approved by the Bureau 
of the Budget. Those 26 projects amount to a construction cost, I 
should say upper-limit cost, of $91 million. We expect to submit to 
the Bureau of the Budget as well as the Public Works Committees 
projects that will amount to a total of $346 million by the end of this 
fiscal year. 

Mr. Maerz. Can you give us an idea of the total fees that you 
estimate private architects will obtain under this program? 

Mr. Srrosex. I would like to answer that this way: That the fee 
varies in accordance with the type of project and also the size of the 
project; in other words, the amount of over-all cost of construction. 
On small projects, that is, projects under a million dollars, I think 
our fee would be slightly over 4 percent for the services we are asking 
for. And they are limited to the making of plans and specifications. 
We ourselves would handle the supervision of construction after con- 
tracts have been let. On large projects the fee for that service goes 
slightly below 4 percent. 

So if we are talking about a total of, let’s say, $91 million, take 
an average of 4 percent of that, that would be something like three or 
four million dollars in architect-engineer fees for those 26 projects. 

Mr. Materz. Now, I would like to ask you about Strobel & Salz- 
man. Do you have a partnership arrangement with Mr. Salzman? 

Mr. Srrosew. It is a partnership. 

Mr. Maerz. Would that partnership arrangement have been en- 
tered into on January 1, 1952? 
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Mr. Stropev. The partnership was entered into originally in 1945. 
And the agreement is such that it automatically renews itself from 
year to year unless either one of the parties uses the option that is part 
of the agreement. 

Mr. Materz. Do you recall entering into a new partnership ar- 
rangement with Mr. Salzman on January 3, 1955? 

Mr. Srrosex. There have been slight changes since 1945 and up to 
now. And there might have been a change at that time. 

Mr. Materz. Could you tell us in general what the terms of your 
arrangement with Mr. Salzman are? 

Mr. Srrozex. I would be glad to. The general term is this, that 
Salzman is guaranteed a certain amount of money each year, and I 
as the other partner a similar amount, out of the net profits of the 
business. We are on a cash basis, using the calendar year as our 
term. Then the balance of the net profit is split between us according 
to a certain percentage division. 

The Cuatrman. What is that split? 

Mr. Srroset. The split at the present time is that Mr. Salzman, 
according to the agreement, is entitled to 10 percent of the balance of 
the net profit. 

The Cuatrman. And who gets the other 90? 

Mr. Srrosex. I get the 90. However, I do want to say this, that the 
rule as far as division of money is concerned has never been strictly 
adhered to. Mr. Salzman has gotten considerably more than he would 
be strictly entitled to according to the agreement. 

The CHatrman. In other words, according to the agreement, I pre- 
sume, each has a drawing account of a certain amount, and then what 
is left is split? 

Mr. Srrosev. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. According to the agreement, 90 percent to your- 
self and 10 percent to your partner? 

Mr. Srrosev. Right, because he is guaranteed a certain amount of 
money. Suppose there is no profit, he is still guaranteed a certain 
amount of money. 

Mr. Fine. Did this same arrangement exist when you first organized 
the partnership ? 

Mr. Srrosen. Yes; but it was slightly different. 

Mr. Fine. Was it more or less? 

Mr. Strrosen. It would all depend on the number of projects or 
clients that could be classified as Mr. Salzman’s. 

Mr. Fine. Was vour percentage then more or less ? 

Mr. Srrosert. Well, I was trying to explain that. Mr. Salzman 
had then a participation of 35 percent of the net profit of the projects 
that he brought into the office. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Strobel, since becoming a Government offi- 
cial have you continued to obtain a drawing aceount and 90 percent 
of the profits of Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Srrosev. Well, I don’t know if it is correct to call it a drawing 
account. I have participated in the net profit according to the ex- 
planation I just gave. 

Mr. Materz. According to the partnership arrangement ? 

Mr. Srroser. That is right. 
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Mr. Maerz. Now, is this a correct statement or not, that Mr. Salz- 
man is a partner in name only and in fact is a salaried employee of 
yours under contract ? 

Mr. Stropet. That is not a correct statement. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, did Mr. Salzman make any contributions, any 
financial contributions to Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Srroset. No; he has never contributed financially. 

Mr. Materz. Who bears the risk of loss ? 

Mr. Srroset. I do. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, would it be fair to say that the Strobel & Salz- 
man firm is for all intents and purposes a one-man operation built 
around you? 

Mr. Srroset. Well, I don’t want to build up my own importance, 
but it probably wouldn’t be altogether unreasonable to say that I am 
a very important man in that outfit—in fact, I knew that all the time, 
and I found out that I was a lot more important to the firm than I 
thought I was when I came down here. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, does Mrs. Strobel serve as paymaster and book- 
keeper of Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. I take it she has not moved to Washington. 

Mr. Stroset. She has not. 

Mr. Marterz. About how many days a week does she go to the office ? 

Mr. Srropew. She is in there at least 1 full day a week. 

Mr. Matetz. Now, would you say that a considerable percentage of 
the clients of Strobel & Salzman are architectural firms ? 

Mr. Srropen. Yes; they are very important in our business. 

Mr. Materz. Would you have any objection to disclosing the num- 
ber of clients Strobel & Salzman has at the present time? 

Mr. Srrose.. Well, I don’t think I have that figure. 

Mr. Materz. Ido. I have a breakdown which I have compiled on 
the basis of records which Mr. Schwarz, of your firm, has furnished 
me. But I just wondered if you have—— 

Mr. Srrosev. I could make a guess. 

Mr. Maerz. I wonder if you have any objection to having that 
information disclosed. 

Mr. Srrosex. No. 

Mr. Maerz. Our breakdown shows that at the present time Strobel 
& Salzman is being retained by 17 architectural firms, 5 engineering 
concerns, 3 contracting firms, and 7 other concerns, making a total at 
the present of 32 clients. Is that approximately correct, to the best of 
your knowledge? 

Mr. Srropev. To the best of my knowlege, that would be correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, I take it that Strobel & Salzman, like other 
consulting engineers, obtain contracts from clients on a negotiated 
rather than a competitive-bid basis in accordance with the require- 
ments of the code of ethics, if you will, of professional engineering 
societies; is that right ? 

Mr. Srroser. Well, I wish I could say that it was 100 percent cor- 
rect, but it isn’t, because there are some firms that will take proposals 
from different firms, and then they give out the work on the basis of 
price, 

Mr. Frxr. I didn’t hear that last word. 
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Mr. Srrozet. On the basis of price. However, we attempt not to 
get. into that too much. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, would it be fair to say, Mr. Strobel, that the aver- 
age fee for a job is about $7,000? 

Mr. Srrosex. I would like to say this, that the contracts of Strobel 
& Salzman are in a great number, and they are quite small, so the 
$7,000 figure might be right. We have contracts that are a lot bigger, 
we have a number that are a lot smaller, but we have many contracts, 
many jobs going on at the same time. 

Mr. Materz. “Now, how many employees does Strobel & Salzman 
now have? 

Mr. Strropet. At the present time I think they have about 20 or 22 
technical employees. 

Mr. Martz. Is the firm now working on an overtime basis? 

Mr. Srropen. Overtime is not fixed; we use overtime a lot for several 
reasons. First, the men get paid time and a half; they can make some 
extra money and we can take care of peak loads without having to go 
out and hire additional people. In other words, it increases the flexi- 
bility of a stable organization. 

Mr. Matrrz. May ybe I didn’t make my question clear. Is the firm 
now working on an overtime basis? 

Mr. Strroper. I don’t know. 

Mr. Materz. Do you recall whether or not the firm was working on 
an overtime basis on or about September 14, 1954? 

Mr. Srropet. September 14, 19542 W ell, it might have been. I 
cannot retain that kind of information. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Strobel, before I ask you about your rela- 
tionship with Strobel & Salzman since becoming a Government 
official let me put this question to you: Did you feel that you could not 
accept Government employment unless you could also continue to ob- 
tain your drawing account and 90 percent of the profits of Strobel 

& Salzman? 

Mr. Srrosen. Well, I put it this way, that I could not see my way 
to accept employment with the Federal Government without being 
assured that the office of Strobel & Salzman could be permitted to 
continue, because it is my creation, and it is about the only thing I 
have. 

The Cuarrman. And continue under the terms of the contract you 
have with Mr. Salzman ? 

Mr. Srropet. Yes. 

Mr. Materz. I take it you felt, in other words, that you could not 
afford to go to work for the Government unless your income continued 
from Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Srropei. That is correct. But I was more interested in the con- 
tinuation of the firm. I could not under any circumstances permit the 
firm to go to pot or get out of action. 

Mr. Matetz. Now, were you concerned about the propriety of work- 
ing for the Government and at the same time continuing to draw an 
income from Strobel and Salzman ? 

Mr. Srronev. Well, indirectly I suppose I was concerned. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you endeavor to obtain an opinion from anyone 
prior to assuming Government employ as to the propriety of this 
arrangement ? 
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Mr. Srropet. Yes; I had the situation clarified with the Adminis- 
trator of General Services. 

Mr. Maerz. You discussed with Mr. Mansure before you came to 
work for the Government your arrangement with Strobel and Salz- 
man ? 

Mr. Srropet. Yes. The understanding was, as was pointed out in 
the news release that you read part of, that I relinquished active 
management of my firm. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you consult with anybody else with respect to this 
arrangement prior to assuming Government employment 

Mr. Stroset. No; I don’t think so, because it was an item that was 
paramount to me, and it was either that or I didn’t come to 
Washington. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you recall an interview that I had in your office 
on or about September 11, 1955? 

Mr. Srropet. Right. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you not indicate to me at that time that you had 
spoken to an adviser of yours about the propriety of this 
arrangement ¢ 

Mr. Srropex. I had spoken to several friends of mine about this, 
about coming to Washington. 

Mr. Maerz. And did you not tell me then that your adviser—and 
I am quoting you directly—said he would check with persons in the 
administration as to the propriety of this arrangement 

Mr. Strrosex. Well, I am not too definite as to what happened, and 
actually I don’t know what checks were made. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you not tell me that this adviser specifically in- 
formed you that he would check with administration officials as to the 
propriety of this arrangement? 

Mr. Srroset. Well, I may have said something like that. Whether 
it was done or not, I don’t know. 

Mr. Materz. Do you es = rather lengthy meeting that I had 
with you on September 13, 1955 

Mr. Srrozen. Right. 

Mr. Materz. In the course of that meeting did you not tell me that 
in the early part of 1954 you were rec ommended for your job by a 
person you would not identify, who had never had any official Govern- 
ment status ? 

Mr. Srropet. You mean recommended for the position down here? 

Mr. Maerz. Yes. Do you recall telling me that? I think Mr. 
Moody was present, Mr. Moody, counsel of Public Building Service 
was present at the same meeting ? 

Mr. Srrosen. Right. 

Mr. Matetz. Do you recall telling me that, sir? 

Mr. Srroper. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you indicate to me that you had considerate dis- 
cussion with your adviser as to whether you could serve as Commis- 
sioner and at the same time continue to operate the A of Strobel 
& Salzman? 

Mr. Srroper. Well, this so-called adviser is one of the friends that 
I discussed the situation with. 

Mr. Materz. Did you not indicate to me that this adviser told you 
that he would check with Attorney General Brownell and Thomas 
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Stevens, an assistant to the President, as to the propriety of your 
arrangement ¢ 

Mr. Srrozev. I don’t know if that is the real meaning of what I 
said, because I don’t know whether it was checked or not. 

Mr. Maerz. But did the adviser, your adviser, inform you that he 
would check with the Attorney General and Mr. Stevens at the White 
House as to the propriety of your arrangement ? 

Mr. Srroset. No, I don’t think so. 

Mr. Maerz. You don’t recall telling me that? 

Mr. Srropev. Yes, we talked about this so-called adviser, who was 
one of my friends. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you recall that I asked you a number of times 
whether you would tell me the name of your adviser ? 

Mr. Srropext. Yes, I can do that. 

Mr. Materz. And I take it that you recall stating that you would 
prefer not to disclose his name? 

Mr. Srrozext. That is what I said, yes, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. Could you tell us the name of the adviser? 

Mr. Srroseu. Yes, I can. 

Mr. Maerz. Would you please, sir. 

Mr. Strosex. I would call him a friend. The name is Harry Smith. 

Mr. Materz. And who is Harry Smith, sir? 

Mr. Srrovext. Harry Smith is a businessman in New York who runs 
a photographic establishment, and who also is an educational consult- 
ant or counsel. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, did Mr. Smith tell you at a later date that he had 
checked with the Attorney General and Mr. Stevens concerning the 
propriety of your serving as Commissioner of Public Buildings and 
at the same time continuing to draw your income from Strobel & 
Salzman ? 

Mr. Srroget. Would you repeat that? 

Mr. Maerz. Would you repeat that question ? 

(The question was read by the reporter.) 

Mr. Srropet. Well I was made to understand that I could continue 
my interest in Strobel & Salzman. 

Mr. Maerz. You were made to understand by whom, sir? 

Mr. Srrospet. Well, it was cleared at the time I took office, I men- 
tioned before, with Mr. Mansure. 

Mr. Materz. Did Mr. Smith tell you that he had consulted with the 
Attorney General and with Mr. Stevens at the White House? 

Mr. Srropet. No; he didn’t tell me that. 

Mr. Maerz. Did he say he was going to consult with him ? 

Mr. Srrosex. I don’t recall that; no. 

Mr. Maerz. You don’t recall telling me that? 

Mr. Srrosev. I told you that, but I don’t reeall having him say 
that to me at that time. But he did tell me that it was in order for 
me to continue my interest in the firm of Strobel & Salzman. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Strobel, I made a rather detailed memorandum 
of our lengthy meeting, and this is what I understood you then told 
me: 


Mr. Strobel volunteered that in the early part of 1954 he was recommended for 
his job by a person he did not identify who has never had any official Govern- 
ment status. Mr. Strobel indicated that he had considerable discussion with 
this person as to whether he could serve as Commissioner and at the sqme time 
eontinue to operate his engineering firm. This individual, Mr. Strobel said, 
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subsequently advised him that he had checked with Attorney General Brownell 
and Thomas Stevens, an assistant to the President, and that they concluded that 
it would be perfectly proper for Mr. Strobel to continue to operate his engineer- 
ing business during his tenure as Public Buildings Service Commissioner. Mr. 
Strobel said that he could not possibly have taken the Government job otherwise. 
He said he had built the firm out of nothing, and that it was his principal means 
of livelihood. Unless he continued to operate the firm the business would die, 
according to Mr. Strobel. 

Now, I ask you, sir, whether on the basis of your present recollec- 
tion ei is an accurate statement, account of what you told me? 

Mr. Srroper. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. Kratine. But you now say, Mr. Strobel, that Mr. Smith did 
not tell you he had checked it with Mr. Brownell? 

Mr. Srropext. No. I discussed the situation with him. And I was 
led to believe that my personal interest in the firm would be satisfac- 
tory. And that was the basis on which I came to Washington, and 
on the basis of which I relinquished active management of the firm. 
I did not sell the firm, I couldn’t do it, it is like disposing of some 
stocks because it is a different type of value. 

Mr. Materz. Now, Mr. Strobel, I take it, then, that you were recom- 
mended for this job by Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Srroset. No—well, I say no, I don’t know, the way that came 
about, I was requested by the national State committee to submit 
my brochure and personal information. And that was made up and 
submitted. 

Mr. Maerz. Would you speak a little louder? I didn’t get all 
that answer. 

Mr. Srroset. To submit my brochure of my business record and the 
firm’s records. And that was submitted. 

Mr. Maerz. To whom? 

Mr. Srropet. To the State national committee in New York. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Strobel, I would like to ask you about your 
relationship with the firm of Strobel & Salzman since assuming Gov- 
ernment employment. I understand that you spend every week end 
in New York City; is that correct? 

Mr. Srroset. No; that is not correct. But I spend every weekend 
away from Washington. I would say I spend every 4 out of 5 weekends 
with my family. 

Mr. Maerz. Occasionally during weekends will you visit the firm 
offices ? 

Mr. Srroset. Yes; I do. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, does Mrs. Strobel, who serves as bookkeeper and 
paymaster, keep you currently advised of the pertinent developments 
of Strobel & Salzman? 

Mr. Srroset. To the extent she can. Of course, she is not a technical 
person. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Sol Schwarz is the business manager of 
Strobel & Salzman; is he not? 

Mr. Srrosext. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. It is a fact, is it not, that Mr. Schwarz sends you a 
weekly report summarizing the firm’s activities ? 

Mr. Srrosven. As a rule, he does. 

Mr. Maerz. And this weekly report also has attached a breakdown 
of the projects in which work is being done by Strobel & Salzman, 
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together with the number of hours each of the firm’s employees works 
in each week? 

Mr. Srrozex. That is the report, that breakdown is the report. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, does Mr. Schwarz report to you more frequently 
as important developments come up? 

Mr. Srroset. Well, I think that théie can be rather extended periods 
where I don’t hear from hin or from the oflice—in fact, I think there 
was | period for as long as 4 months where I did not go to the office of 
Strobel & Salzman. 

Mr. Matrerz. Do you recall telling Mr. Moody, counsel for the 
Public Buildings Service, that while Mr. Salzman is responsible to 
you for the active day-to-day administration of the company busi- 
ness, including the performance of Government prime and subcon- 
tracts, the primary company responsibility is still yours? 

Mr. Srropet. Well, by that I mean if the business should have any 
losses it will be my responsibility. I can’t spend full time in Wash- 
ington and still run the day-to-day affairs of Strobel & Salzman, that 
is simply impossible. 

Mr. Materz. Do you also recall telling Mr. Moody that you-confer 
and consult with Mr. Salzman outside of your official Government 
hours of duty as may be necessary to assure the proper performance 
of company business, and that you intended to continue doing so 
during your tenure as Commissioner ? 

Mr. Srroset. I confer with Salzman occasionally. 

Mr. Materz. Is it true that no new work will be undertaken by 
Strobel & Salzman unless your personal concurrence is first obtained ? 

Mr. Srropet. No; that is not wholly true, because the office has 
had contracts, entered into contracts, that I don’t know anything 
about until after it is an accomplished fact. 

Mr. Materz. Now, from time to time do you personally seek to 
obtain business for Strobel & Salzman from prospective clients? 

Mr. Srroger. No; that activity has dwindled to the point where 
I can say as of now that is not the case, though I have in the past, 
while I was down there 

Mr. Maerz. While you were down there you did seek to obtain 
new business ? 

Mr. Srropet. I have seen clients or prospective clients on business. 

Mr. Materz. Is it not true that in August 1955 you personally 
secured a contract from the architectural firm of Ferenz & Taylor 
for Strobel & Salzman to draft the engineering plans for Junior 
High School No. 45 in New York City ? 

Mr. Srrozex. I don’t think it would be totally correct to say that 
I personally secured that contract. I did personally see Mr. Ferenz, 
together with Mr. Schwarz, saw him once, and that is all. 

Mr. Maerz. About the possibility of getting that job? 

Mr. Srrosezt. That is right. But I did. not participate in the nego- 
tiations of the contract. 

Mr. Materz. Is it also not true that your firm had previously 
attempted to secure work from Ferenz & Taylor, but without success? 

Mr. Srropev. Yes; I think there is in the record a letter that I 
wrote to them several years ago. 

Mr. Maerz. That would be dated February 10, 1948? 

Mr. Srrose.. That may be correct. 
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Mr. Materz. Now, did you not also in February 1955 personally 
secure a contract from Chapman, Evans & Delehanty for Strobel & 
Salzman to draft the engineering plans for the Brooklyn College 
Library ? 

Mr. Srroseu. No, sir. 

Mr. Materz. Did you have any personal discussions with Mr. 
Evans, Randolph Evans of Chapman, Evans & Delehanty, concern- 
ing that possibility ¢ 

Mr. Srrosex. I don’t think I talked to him about that project. He 
is a friend of mine, but I doubt very much if I talked to him about that. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you talk to Mr. Evans a number of times since 
April 1954 about business matters ? 

Mr. Srropet. Yes. We have had an old subject or project that 
has been talked about for a long time. It has not materialized as yet. 

Mr. Ross. Mr. Chairman, might I say something, sir? 

The CHarMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ross. I don’t want to have any misunderstanding. The date of 
April 1, 1954, has been mentioned, I know why. I understand, sir, 
that under the statute and the Executive orders Mr. Strobel, as a 
consultant, was not covered by the conflict-of-interest statute while he 
held that position. 

The CuarrmMan. That may be, sir. We are just asking some pre- 
liminary questions. 

Mr. Rogs. Yes. 

Mr. Maerz. I might point out for the record, Mr. Robb, that Mr. 
Strobel served as an 8-hour-a-day, 5-day-a-week consultant- 

Mr. Ross. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. And there is some question as to whether a consultant 
can serve on that basis. A consultant is ordinarily retained to work 
on an intermittent basis 1 or 2 days a week or 1 or 2 days a month. 
And we shall check with the Civil Service Commission on that very 
point, which we have in connection with other matters. 

Mr. Ross. While you are checking this—I haven’t checked this my- 
self, Mr. Maletz—but the Executive Orders are 10182, of November 
21, 1950, as amended, by Executive Order 10205 of January 16, 1951, 
which covered that job. 

Mr. Materz. I might say, sir, that we have checked with the Civil 
Service Commission in the past concerning this matter, and the Civil 
Service Commission has informed us that only intermittent consult- 
ants are covered by that particular Executive order. 

Mr. Ross. I don’t know, Mr. Maletz. 

Mr. Maerz. I am very glad you raised the question. 

The Cuarrman. You might, if you wish, insert at this point the 
contents of those Executive orders. 

Mr. Ross. I don’t have them here, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Materz. I shall insert that in the record, Mr. Chairman. 
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(The Executive orders are as follows :) 


NOVEMBER 21, 1950. 
EXECUTIVE OrpDER 10182 


PROVIDING FOR THE APPOINTMENT OF CERTAIN PERSONS UNDER THE DEFENSE PRO- 
pUCTION ActT OF 1950 AND PRESCRIBING REGULATIONS FOR THEIR EXEMPTION 
FRoM CERTAIN CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATUTES 


By virtue of the authority vested in me by the Defense Production Act of 1950, 
approved September 8, 1950 (Public Law 774, 81st Cong.), hereinafter referred 
to as the Act, it is hereby ordered as follows: 


PARTI 


Sec. 101. (a) The head of any department or agency delegated or assigned 
functions under the Act pursuant to Executive Order No. 10161, of September 9, 
1950, is hereby delegated the authority provided by subsection 710 (b) of that 
Act to employ persons of outstanding experience and ability without compensa- 
tion. The authority delegated by this subsection 101 (a) may not be redelegated. 

(b) Such heads of departments or agencies are further delegated the authority 
provided by subsection 710 (c) of that Act to employ experts and consultants 
or organizations thereof. 

(c) Such heads of departments or agencies are further delegated the authority 
provided by subsection 710 (d) of that Act to utilize the services of Federal, 
State, and local agencies and to utilize and establish such regional, local, or other 
agencies, and to utilize such voluntary and uncompensated services as may from 
time to time be needed. 

Sec. 102. The head of any department or agency delegated authority pursuant 
to subsections 101 (a) and 101 (b) of this part shall be guided in the exercise 
of that authority by the following policies: 

(a) So far as possible, operations under the Act shall be carried on by full- 
time, salaried employees of the Government, and appointments under this author- 
ity shall be to advisory or consultative positions only. 

(b) Appointments to positions other than advisory or consultative may be 
made under this order only when the requirements of the position are such that 
the incumbent must personally possess outstanding experience and ability not 
obtainable on a full-time, salaried basis. 

(c) In the appointment of personnel and in assignment of their duties, the 
head of the department or agency involved shall take steps to avoid, to as great 
an extent as possible, any conflict between the governmental duties and the pri- 
vate interests of such personnel. 

Sec. 103. The authority delegated by subsection 101 (c) to utilize at the 
regional and local levels voluntary and uncompensated services is not subject 
to the policies prescribed in section 102. Such authority may not be exercised, 
however, to fill positions subject to the Classification Act of 1949. 


PART II 


Sec. 201. Any person employed under Part I of this order is hereby exempted, 
with respect to such employment, from the operation of sections 281, 283, 284, 
434, and 1914 of Title 18, United States Code, and section 190 of the Revised 
Statutes (5 U. 8. C. 99), except as specified in the following subsections: 

(a) Exemption hereunder shall not extend to the negotiation or execution, 
by an appointee under this order, of Government contracts with the private 
employer of such appointee or with any corporation, joint stock company, asso- 
ciation, firm, partnership, or other entity in the pecuniary profits or contracts 
of which the appointee has any direct or indirect interest. 

(b) Exemption hereunder shall not extend to making any recommendation 
or taking any action with respect to individual applications to the Government 
for relief or assistance, on appeal or otherwise, under the provisions of the Act 
made by the private employer of the appointee or by any corporation, joint stock 
company, association, firm, partnership, or other entity in the pecuniary profits 
or contracts of which the appointee has any direct or indirect interest. 

(c) In the case of appointments under subsections 101 (a) and 101 (b) hereof, 
exemption hereunder shall not extend to the prosecution by the appointee, or 
participation by the appointee in any fashion in the prosecution, of any claims 

gainst the Government involving any matter concerning which the appointee had 
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any responsibility during his employment under this order, during the period 
of such employment and the further period of two years after the termination 
of such employment. In the case of appointments under subsection 101 (c) 
nereof, exemption hereunder shall not extend to the prosecution by the appointee, 
or participation by the appointee_in any fashion in the prosecution, of any 
claims against the Government growing out of any matter with respect to which 
the appointee was personally concerned in his official capacity during his employ- 
ment under this order, during the period of such employment and the further 
period of two years after the termination of such employment. 

(d) In the case of appointments under subsections 101 (a) and 101 (Db) 
hereof, exemption hereunder shall not extend to the receipt or payment of salary 
in connection with the appointee’s Government service hereunder from any source 
othr than the private employer of the appointee at the time of his appointment 
hereunder. 

(e) Exemption from sections 434 and 1914 of Title 18, United States Code, 
shall not extend to persons appointed as experts or consultants under subsection 
101 (b) hereof. 

PART III 


Sec. 301, Appointments under subsection 101 (a) of this order shall be sup- 
ported by written certification by the head of the employing department or 
agency : 

(a) That the appointment is necessary and appropriate in order to carry out 
the provisions of the Act; 

(b) That the duties of the position to which the appointment is being made 
require outstanding experience and ability: 

(c) That the appointee has the outstanding experience and ability required 
by the position; and 

(d) That the department or agency head has been unable to obtain a person 
with the qualifications necessary for the position on a full-time, salaried basis. 

Src. 302. The heads of the departments or agencies making appointments 
under this order shall file with the Division of the Federal Register (for public in- 
spection but not for publication) a statement including the name of the appointee, 
the section of this order under which he was appointed, the employing depart- 
ment or agency, the title of his position, and the name of his private employer. 

Sec. 303. All appointments under subsections 710 (b), 710 (c), and 710 (4d) 
of the Act shall be made under the terms of this order after the date hereof, and 
appointments heretofore made under those subsections of the Act shall be deemed 
for all purposes to have been made under this order upon compliance with the 
preceding sections of this part. 

Sec. 304. At least once every three months, the Chairman of the United States 
Civil Service Commission shall survey appointments made under this order and 
shall report his findings to the President and make such recommendations as 
he may deem proper. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

THE WHITE House, November 21, 1950. 


JANUARY 16, 1951. 
EXEcUuTvIvVE OrpDER 10205 


AMENDING EXECUTIVE ORDER No. 10182 RELATING TO THE APPOINTMENT OF CERTAIN 
PERSONS UNDER THE DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT OF 1950 


By virtue of the authority vested in me by the Defense Production Act of 
1950, approved September 8, 1950 (Public Law 774, 8ist Cong.), it is hereby 
ordered, effective November 21, 1950, as follows: 

1. Subsection 101 (a) of Executive Order No. 10182 of November 21, 1950, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 101. (a) The head of any department or agency delegated or assigned 
functions under the Act is hereby delegated the authority provided by subsection 
710 (b) of the Act te employ persons of outstanding experience and ability with- 
out compensation. Authority to employ persons under this subsection 101 (a) in 
any such department or agency shall not be redelegated by the head of such 
department or agency.” 

2. Subsection 201 (d) of the said Executive Order No 10182 is amended to 
read as follows: 
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“(d) In the case of appointments under subsection 101 (a) hereof, exemption 
hereunder shall not extend to the receipt or payment of salary in connection 
with the appointee’s Government service hereunder from any source other than 
the private employer of the appointee at the time of his appointment here- 
under.” 

3. ‘‘hat part of section 301 of the said Executive Order No. 10182 which pre- 
cedes paragraph (a) thereof is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 301. Appointments under subsection 101 (a) of this order to positions 
other than advisory or consultative shall be supported by written certification by 
the head of the employing department or agency :” 

Harry 8. TRUMAN. 

THE WuivTe Houss, January 16, 1951. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you recall having visited Mr. Zurmuhlen, Com- 
missioner of Public Works in New York City, on several occasions 
since April 1, 1954, for the purpose of securing additional engineering 
work from the city for Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Srrosev. I have seen Commissioner Zurmuhlen on several oc- 
casions, but not for the purpose of securing business. It was for the 
purpose of discussing -a very large contract that Strobel & Salzman 
had with New York City. 

Mr. Marrerz. Do you recall a memorandum dated June 15, 1954, 
which Mr. Schwarz sent to you? 

Mr. Stroset. No; I don’t until I see it. 

Mr. Matrrz. I believe you have it before you. 

Mr. Ross. We will get it. June 15. 

Mr. Materz. May I read this memorandum? Is this the memo- 
randum from Mr. Schwarz to you? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Dated June 15, 1954: 


This is a reminder of the appointment which you have on Friday, 3 p. m., 
with Commissioner Zurmuhlen. If you are able to, let us know where and 
when Salzman should meet you, so you both may go down together. 

Attached is a newspaper clipping showing a new criminal court building in 
Queens. It would be nice if we could get a job like this out of Zurmuhlen. 
I think he owes us some kind of a job on which we can at least break even 
financially. 

I won’t bother reading the rest of it, but does that refresh your 
recollection about the meeting with Mr. Zurmuhlen ? 

Mr. Stroset. Well, everything that Mr. Schwarz is remarking there 
is true. It would be nice. But that doesn’t mean that a discussion 
was had, and no discussion was had on that basis. As I said, we 
were in a rather sad controversy with the city on the big project that 
we were doing for them at that time. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, I take it, though, it is correct that you did have 
several discussions with Commissioner Zurmuhlen about the possibility 
of obtaining business ? 

Mr. Srroven. Well, it is possible that it might have been mentioned, 
but I cannot recall, because we were interested in unwinding that 
very large contract. That was of the utmost importance. In fact, 
there is still an argument on it, say, a petition in from the firm to the 
city of New York about extra payment that has not as yet been settled. 
That has to be approved by the board of estimate. 

Mr. Materz. Mr. Chairman, I offer in evidence a memorandum from 
Schwarz, of Strobel & Salzman, to Mr. Strobel dated June 15, 1954. 

The Cuarmman. Accepted. 
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(The document referred to is as follows :) 


TuEspDAY, JUNB 15, 1954. 

This is a reminder of the appointment which you have on Friday, 3 p. m., with 
Commissioner Zurmuhlen, 

If you are able, let us know where and when Salzman should meet you so you 
both may go down together. 

Attached is a newspaper clipping showing a new criminal court building in 
Queens. It would be nice if we could get a job like this out of Zurmuhlen. I 
think he owes us some kind of a job on which we can at least break even finan- 
cially. 

Ihad a telephone talk with Tizian regarding the possible Navy project and I 
explained the deal to Salzman, who can tell you about it when he sees you on 
Friday. Tizian told me Rusnic and Urbahn are also in the picture and that they 
have on their payroll White, who was formerly with McKenzie, Bogert, White 
(and he is supposed to be the contact man). Tizian believes his contact man, 
who is now one of the assistant directors, Atlantic Division, for the Navy, is 
stronger than White. Tizian is arranging for Salzm=3 and me to meet this 
man for lunch some day next week. 

Eric Thorm said a White Plains radio station had an announcement of your 
appointment on the air yesterday. There was nothing else in the papers today. 
Anna is going to Harvard for the balance of the week. 

If you get a new hired hand at the farm be sure to put some limit on his meat 
consumption and also make some arrangement whereby he is not satisfactory 
within 2 weeks or 30 days he is to move off the premises without any trouble. 

The weather has been warm but not too bad, and we have had the air condi- 
tioning working this afternoon. 

Everyone seems to be busy and I think progress is being made to produce the 
work we now have in the office. 

Mr. Matetz. Now 

Mr. Fine. I just wanted to find out, Mr. Chairman, whether or not 
Commissioner Zurmuhlen is a professional engineer. 

Mr. Srropeu. He is both a professional engineer and a registered 
architect. 

Mr .Frxz. And you have known him as such? 

Mr. Stropet. I have known him for years. I have known him since 
the New York World’s Fair. 

Mr. Fine. You have known him on a professional basis? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is right; yes. 

Mr. Materz. Now, Mr. Strobel, on or about February 7, 1955, you 
were in Atlanta, Ga., on GSA business; were you not ? 

Mr. Srroseu. That is right. 

Mr. Matetz. Now, while in Atlanta, Ga., did you have discussions 
with the architectural engineering firm of Robert & Co. in the course 
of which you hired that company in behalf of Strobel & Salzman to 
draw alternate plans and specifications for a New York City incinera- 
tor plant? 

Mr. Srroset. What was the date you mentioned ? 

Mr. Maerz. February 7. 

Mr. Stropet. What year? 

Mr. Materz. 1955. 

Mr. Stronet. No. The fact is this: That this incinerator project 
dates back a couple of years. I did see representatives of Robert & Co. 
at that time, but not in regard to hiring them for the incinerator job, 
because it was over the dam. 

Mr. Matrerz. For what purpose did you see Robert & Co.? 

Mr. Srropet. For the purpose of discussing the outcome of the 
incinerator project. 

Mr. Marerz. Was Robert & Co. hired by Strobel & Salzman to draft 
all the plans and specifications? 
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Mr. Stroset. No. Robert & Co. was originally engaged by Strobel 
& Salzman as subcontractors to draw the Aa and specifications for 
# patented incinerator, for which they are licensees for the United 
States. 

Mr. Krattna. May I just a to ask a clarifying question ? 

Strobel & Salzman would be called an architect-engineering firm / 

Mr. Srrozet. No. We are consulting engineers. We are not 
architects. 

Mr. Keatinc. Consulting engineers. You are not architects? 

Mr. Srropeu. No, sir. 

Mr. Keating. And if the city wants to build some building, are they 
apt to come to you or a consulting engineering firm in the first instance, 
and then you sublet the actual drawing of the plans to some archi- 
tectural firm? Is that the way it works! 

Mr. StrozeL. No. That is a very special occasion. We have acted 
in quite a few instances as prime contractors. We have been ap- 
proached by several, or we have had dealings or correspondence with 
several, cities or parties in regard to inciner ators. 

Mr. Kerarine. I was try ing to get away from incinerators, and I am 
speaking from a wealth of ignorance about this subject, but up where 
I come from we do not have so many people in on a de eal. And what 
1 am trying to get at is how it came about that in listing these clients 
here, there were a lot of architectural firms that were spoken of as 
clients of Strobel & Salzman. 

Mr. Srrosex. I can explain that this way: That they are clients of 
the firm because we are doing business for them. As a rule, when we 
talk about relationships between architects and Strobel & ‘Salzman, 
in most cases we let it be signified that Strobel & Salzman are sub- 
contractors to the architects. 

Mr. Keartina. I see. 

Mr. Srrose.. In a very few cases, the situation is reversed. 

Mr. Keating. Sometimes it works the other way ? 

Mr. Srroset. We do take prime contracts on structures and build- 
ings that are primarily of an engineering nature, and there may be 
some architectural work on those. Then in that case, the architect be- 
comes a subcontractor to us. 

Mr. Keatina. Well, this Robert concern down in Atlanta are in- 
cinerator experts, would you say, or something like that? 

Mr. Srrosev. They are in this respect: That they are interested in 
International Incinerator, Inc. That is the name for the company 
that holds the license for a special patented type of incinerator. It 
happens to be a Danish invention, and they hold that license for 
exploitation in this country, and Mr. Robert is interested in that. 

Mr. Keatinc. But normally this long list, or substantial list, of 
architects that are spoken of as clients of your firm would mean that 
they were architects who hired your firm to do something for them in 
connection with their plans for ‘building ? 

Mr. Srropet. That is correct. 

Mr. Keratrna. I see. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Strobel, a little bit later you will be ques- 
tioned in detail about a contract that Strobel & Salzman had with the 
Corps of Engineers dated April 22, 1954. At this point I would like 
to ask you a “few questions concerning another matter in connection 
with the Corps of Engineers involving Strobel & Salzman. 
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First, is it true that during 1955 you personally visited the Corps 
of Engineers offices on a number of occasions in order to obtain ad- 
ditional compensation for Strobel & Salzman under an old contract 
that Strobel & Salzman had with the Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Srroset. It is ome that I personally visited them, not on a 
number of occasions. I do not remember how often—2 or 3 times. 

Mr. Materz. And whom did you visit in the Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Srroset. I visited the men that were responsible for handling 
with the firm, with Strobel & Salzman, a contract that it had for mak- 
ing plans and specifications for warehouses. The reason I took it upon 
myself to go over there at lunch hour, not on Government time, was 
the fact that the warehouse contract—there has been quite a series of 
them—this particular warehouse contract was finished in 1953, and 
there was only one other person in the office that was sufficiently 
familiar with the background and the details of that project that 
could have handled negotiations for extra pay for extra work per- 
formed. 

We worked beyond the scope of the original contract. That person 
was not with Strobel & Salzman any more, but in Boston. 

So I took it upon myself to go over and clarify that. I would like 
to say that the initial move for obtaining extras was done later in 
1953. E don’t remember whether it was August or September. But 
at, that time, [ gave a memorandum to this employee in the Corps of 
Engineers office showing the claims I intended to make. I gave it to 
him saying that I wanted him to look it over because I did not want to 
ask for any extras in any manner that could be embarrassing to these 
people th: at has been responsible for letting out this work. 

So the firm was eventually, after long delay, informed that the 
item of extras would have to be settled before the end of fiscal year 
1955. That is why I went over there. 

Mr. Maretz. And—do you have something to add, Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Srropvex. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. Maerz. Do you have something to add? 

Mr. Srroset. That is why I took it upon myself, because this other 
person was in Boston. 

Mr. Materz. Nefv, when did you make these visits to the Office of 
the C orps of Engineers? About what month? 

Mr. Srroser. That could have been May of this year; it could have 
been April; it could have been June. I am not quite certain. 

Mr. Materz. And were those visits for the purpose of expediting 
settlement of this claim that Strobel & Salzman had pending in the 
Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct, to get to an understanding as to 
what 

Mr. Maerz. Do you recall what people in the Corps of Engineers 
vou visited ? 

Mr. Srrosen. Yes. I was discussing this subject matter with a Mr. 
Hench. who was the project engineer ‘for this particular project. 

Mr. Materz. Did you also call Mr. Hench and/or other people in 
the Corps of Engineers about getting this matter disposed of ? 

Mr. Srroset. Well, there was his assistant, Mr. Ewer? and then 
the contracts man by the name of Mr. Williams. He was in on it, too. 

Mr. Materz. Is it or is it not correct that initially you filed a claim 
for approximately $16,000? 
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Mr. Srrosen. No, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. What was the amount of the claim? 

Mr. Srrosen. On this warehouse extra, I believe the original claim 
was something like $7,500. 

Mr. Mauerz. And how was the matter finally disposed of? 

Mr. Strrosen. We settled for $3,000. 

The Cuairman. Were there any other claims besides the $7,000? 

Mr. Srroset. No, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Strobel, in prosecuting this claim before the 
Corps of Engineers, you were acting in behalf of the firm of Strobel 
& Salzman; were you not? 

Mr. Srrose. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, in personally prosecuting this claim in behalf 
of the partnership of Strobel & Salzman, did you consider that you 
might be in possible violation of the conflict of interest statutes, and 
specifically sections 281 and 283 of title 18? 

Mr. Srrozet. No, I was not aware of that, because, as I have tried 
to explain, I have been down here with the specific understanding that 
I did not have to give up my interest in Strobel & Salzman. 

Mr. Materz. But neither Mr. Mansure nor anybody else can grant 
you immunity, can he, from the conflict of interest statutes? 

Mr. Srrozet. No, I am sure not. 

Mr. Maretz. Now, is it not true that Mr. Elliott, General Counsel 
of GSA, and Mr. Moody, Assistant General Counsel, and counsel as 
well for the Public Buildings Service, had previously advised you not 
to have any contacts whatsoever with the Corps of Engineers regard- 
ing contract matters pertaining to your firm ? 

Mr. Srroset. I don’t recall that. 

Mr. Maerz. You do not recall that advice, sir? 

Mr. Strrosex. I donot recall that; no. Ido not recall that. 

Mr. Materz. Did you ever have any discussion with Mr. Elliott and 
Mr. Moody concerning contract matters pertaining to your firm ? 

Mr. Stroset. Yes; we did have a discussion shortly after I took 
oftice-—— 

Mr. Maerz. We will get into that after a while. 

Mr. Srrosen. I see. 

Mr. Maerz. But specifically, do you recall Mr. Moody and Mr. 
Elliott advising you to stay away from the Corps of Engineers in 
connection with contract matters pertaining to Strobel & Salzman? 

Mr. Srrosex. I don’t seem to recall that. 

Mr. Materz. You do not recall, sir. I might say that Mr. Moody 
will be a witness at a later point. 

Now, before going to the Corps of Engineers concerning this claim, 
did you consult with Mr. Moody or Mr. Elliott ? 

Mr. Srroset. No; I did not. 

Mr. Maerz. And you did not inform them that you were person- 
ally prosecuting this claim ? 

Mr. Srroser. No. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, in view of these various activities which you 
have undertaken on behalf of Strobel & Salzman, do you feel that you 
have relinquished all participation in the management of Strobel & 
Salzman ? 

Mr. Srroseu. I feel I have, because Mr. Salzman is in charge of the 
office of Strobel & Salzman. It is a proposition that requires full- 
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time attention, and as I said before, there have been long periods 
where I have not paid any attention to the firm’s affairs. However, 
that does not mean to say that I want to claim that I am not paying 
any attention to the affairs because I am. 

Mr. Maerz. Isee. But do you state now that you have relinquished 
all active participation in the management of Strobel & Salzman? 

Mr. Strosen. I would say so, yes, sir, because 

Mr. Maerz. In spite of the various activities which you have indi- 
cated you performed on behalf of Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Stroset. Well, that is a question of opinion. 

Mr. Materz. Very well. 

Mr. Srrosen. But the active management of the office, like that, 
concerning: 

Mr. Maerz. You are referring, then, I would assume, to the active 
day-to-day management of Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Srropet. There are so many phases of work that 

Mr. Materz. Yes. 

Mr. Srropet. I possibly could not pay the least attention to, and 
that, for instance, would be the daily production and the quality of 
work as it is turned out. There are great responsibilities tied in with 
the type of work that we are doing. We must be licensed to do that 
type of work, and we have responsibility for corrections. 

So the active management deals with quality performance of en- 
gineering work, and then also to get production so that the office makes 
money. 

The CHarmman. Would you call the prosecution of a claim for 
Strobel & Salzman before the Corps of Engineers participation in work 
of Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Srroset. I suppose it could be classified as such; yes, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Strobel, are you familiar with the standards 
of conduct statement which is required to be signed and certified to by 
all GSA employees ? 

Mr. Srroset. Right. 

Mr. Maerz. You are familiar with that? 

Mr. Srrope. Yes. 

Mr. Matetrz. Now, Mr. Strobel, I read from the preamble of the 
standards of conduct statement : 











When an individual accepts employment with the Government, he assumes re- 
sponsibilities over and above efficient and loyal performance of his assigned 
duties. In the eyes of the public, his general conduct, both at work and at home, 
becomes a part of the reputation of the Government itself. Accordingly, it is 
the policy of the General Services Administration that its employees shall be 
required, as a condition of their employment, to comply with the standards of 
conduct set forth below. 

1, Ethics.—In all their dealings, employees shall so conduct themselves as to 
permit no possible basis for suspicion of unethical business practices. The 
obligation to protect fully the interests of the Government demands the avoid- 
ance of circumstances which invite conflict between self-interest and integrity. 


I take it you agree with these general statements ? 
Mr. Srrosex. Right. 

Mr. Materz. Is that right? 

Mr. Srrose.. Correct. 
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Mr. Materz. Now, Mr. Strobel, section 4 of the standards of conduct 
reads as follows: 

The Director of Personnel in the central office and regional directors in regional 
offices are authorized to approve or disapprove requests to engage in outside 
employment. Except upon prior written approval of such official, or other of- 
ficial to whom approving authority has been redelegated, employees shall not 
engage in any outside employment or business activity, and in no instance shall 
approval be granted where such employment will involve conflict with Govern- 
ment interests. 

You are familiar with that statement, I take it ? 

Mr. Srrosen. Right. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, did you secure approval from anyone in GSA to 
engage in outside business activity ? 

Mr. Srroset. As I mentioned before, the Administrator was famil- 
iar with my interest in Strobel & Salzman. 

Mr. Materz. Did you secure the specific approval of the Adminis- 
trator to engage in outside activity ? 

Mr. Srrozev. No; no, not if you refer to a specific item. 

Mr. Materz. Now, is it not true that you first declined to sign this 
standards of conduct statement ? 

Mr. Srroset. No, I did not decline. I had that conduct statement 
form on my desk for quite some time, because I could not sign the 
statement just as it is, and part of which you have read. I did sign it 
December 27, 1954, but I made reservations to my signature. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you recall 

The Cuarrman. What was the last, Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Srroser. I beg your pardon. I made reservations to the 
signature. 

The CuatrmMan. You made reservations? 

Mr. Srrosen. And I attached a memorandum pointing out the fact 
that I wanted it understood that I do have private interests outside 
of Government. 

Mr. Kreatine. Do you have a copy of that memorandum ? 

Mr. Srropen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ross. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. May I suggest that it be put in the record. 

Mr. Krattne. Yes. I think it would be helpful to have it. 

Mr. Materz. While Mr. Robb is checking for the statement, may 
I ask you this: Did you have a discussion ‘with Mr. John Strawser, 
administrative officer of the Public Buildings Service, concerning the 
signing of this standards-of-conduct t statement on or about December 
20, 19542 

Mr. Srropet. I do not recall. It is possible that he might have 
talked to me about it. 

The CHarrmMan. Just a minute. Mr. Robb has that statement? 

Mr. Ross. I have here that paper. 

The CHarrman. Do you mind if we put that in the record ? 

Mr. Ross. I think it would be helpful, Mr. Chairman. Make sure 
that it isthe one Mr. Strobel is talking about. 

Mr. Srrospet. That is the one, w ith my note here. 
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The Cuatrrman. What were the reservations that you put in here? 

Mr. Srroseu. I beg your pardon ? 

The CHatrrmMan. What are the reservations you made? 

Mr. Srrosev. At the bottom I said, “See memorandum re para- 
graphs 4 and 6.” And then I attach this memor andum, which is to 


the director of personnel: 
STANDARDS OF CONDUCT 


On December 27, 1954, I signed the standards-of-conduct certification with 
the following note: “See memorandum re paragraphs 4 and 6.” 

As a matter of record, I want it understood that I have outside interests 
in the firm of Strobel & Salzman, consulting engineers (partnership), of New 
York City, as well as real estate and farm investments. Strobel & Salzman 
will not directly or indirectly do any Government work connected with the 
functions of the General Services Administration. 

It is also a matter of record that I have relinquished active management 
of the firm of Strobel & Salzman. 


That is dated December 29, 1954. 

(The standards-of-conduct statement and memorandum referred to 
are as follows:) 

DECEMBER 29, 1954. 
Director of Personnel, MP. 
Commissioner of Public Buildings. 
Standards of conduct. 

On December 27, 1954, I signed the standards-of-conduct certification with 
the following note: “See memorandum re paragraphs 4 and 6.” 

As a matter of record, I want it understood that I have outside interests in 
the firm of Strobel & Salzman, consulting engineers (partnership), of New York 
City, as well as real estate and farm investments. Strobel & Salzman will not 
directly or indirectly do any Government work connected with the functions 
of the General Services Administration. 

It is also a matter of record that I have relinquished active management of 


the firm of Strobel & Salzman. 
(Signed) P. A. STROBEL. 


69220 -- 55——3 
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L When om individvel eccepts employment with the Government, he essumes responsibilities ever end abeve efficient ond leye! perform 
ence of his essigned duties. in the eyes of the public, his persone! conduct, beth ot werk ond ot home, becomes o pert of the reputation of 
the Government itself. Accordingly, it is the policy of the Generel Services Administration thet ite employees shell be required, es « cond!- 
thee of thelr employment, te comply with the stondards of conduct set forth below. 


1. ETHICS. tx oll thelr doclings, employees shel! se conduct 
themselves os te permit ne possible nosis fer suspicion of um 
athice! business prectices. The obdligetion te protect fully the 
interests of the Government demonds the eveidence of clreum 
stances which invite c anflict between self-interest and integrity. 


2. SAFEGUARDING IMPORMATION. Adequete machinery hes 
been ested! shed fer the proper dissemination of timely inter- 
mation te oll interested parties in « fel and equiteble manner. 
The unoutherized or premature disclosure of information or con- 
firmation of publicly steted epinion relating te the operctions 
of thie Administration ie prohibited. The use of intermation 
ecquired os on incident te emp! aqyment with this Administretion 
bor the purpose of furthering omy nengevernmeatel interes! else 
le prohibited. 


3. PLACE OF BUSINESS. Unless expressly outhorized by his 

superior, on employee shel! not conduct any Government busi- 
vesions, o negotiations, releting te metters of con 
carn te this Administwation, except on Government premises, 
eo, when necessery, ot other proper pleces of business. 





“4. OUTSIDE EMPLOYMENT. The Directer of Personnel in the 
Contra! Office and Regione! Directors in regione! offices ore 
authorised te appreve or disepp eve requests te engage in out 
side employment. Except upon prior written approve! of such 
officiel, er other officiel te whem approving authority has been 
redelegeted, empleyees shel! not enyoge in ony evtside employ 
mont or business activity, end in ne instance shel! approve! be 
grented where such employment wil! invelve conflia with Gov- 
ernment interests. Employees shell net occap! remuneration in 
ony form from nengevernmente! sewrces for the pertermence of 
official duties whether the time expended is « part of the ner- 
mol warking peried, overtime, or off-duty hours. 





5S. FAVORITISM Preferential treetment shel! net be eccorded 
any person, firm, corporetion, or ether entity, in the conduct of 
official business. 


Vo OUTSIDE COMNECTIONS. Eoch employee shell submit to his 
lamediote superior « report of outside connections, listing ol! 
persons! of finencie! relationships which he hes or bormer!, 
hed with any persan, firm, comeretion, of other entity deing b 
moss with this Administration or which there is reesen te be- 
lhewe might de eny business with this Administration The om 
ployee is reaponsible ter the current status of this information, 
lt ls the reapensibility of the immediate superiar, upon rece!pt 
of euch repert, te terwerd |) threwgh appropriate channels te the 
Directer of Compliance in the Contrel Office or te the Compl i- 
ence Division representotive ino regione! office. Employees 
shell not teke fine! ection with respect te eny metter in which 
such reletionship or connection is invelved uniess specific = 





written ewtherizetion is received trom the Director of Compl! 
ence ao the Comp! ionce Division representative. 


7. GRATUITIES. GSA employees shel! net eccept any gretulty or 
fever of any noture whetscever, directly a indirectly, from ony 
person, firm, corporation, o ether entity, which hes done, is 
doing, = proposes to do business with this Administration. 
Tentative o: firm offers of money or other considerations, ewch 





es offers of future employment, which ere mode te influence 
otficiel ection, would, of course, constitute attempted bribery, « 
Pedere! criminal offense. 


& FORMER EMPLOYEES. Al! wensections with this Administre 
thon In which eny former employee of GSA or ony of its prede 
coscer agencies of components is involved, in the capacity of 
principal, agent, representetive, Wwetee, or etterney, shel! be 
reterred te the Director of Complicnce in the Contre! Office or 
te the Complionce Division representative in @ regional 
office. 


9. GSA-EMPLOYEE TRANSACTIONS. Employece shel! not per- 
the ipete in business tronsuctions with this Administret!an, 
either directly or indivecti~, es principe!, agent, trustee, repre- 
sentative, or attorney. This prohibition includes, but is net 
limited te, percheses of persons! end reel property, leeseheide, 
end procurement contects. 


10. REPORTING OF IRREGULARITIES. It ic the obligation of 
eoch emp! gee to repert |mmedietely eny apparent or svs- 
pected inegu arity coming re his attention in cannection with 
any operation of this Administration, Such repert shel! be 
meade to the Director of Complionce, Centre! Office, or te the 
Compliance Division representative in the regione! office. 


INTERMEDIARIES. In oll relations with the public, employees 
re prohibited from rec awnending or suggesting the wee of ony 
ne ngovernmente! intermediary (individuel, firm, cerperetion, 

or other entity) offering ony service as consultent, agent, rep- 
resentotive, otterney, expediter, of specialist, fer the purpese 
of eesisting in ony negetictions, trensections, or ether busi- 
ness with thie Administration. 


12. MEETING FINANCIAL OBLIGATIONS. All employees of the 
Administration ore expected te meet thelr just ebligetions. 
GSA employees ere required, es « condition of continving om 
ployment, to meke prompt payment of Federal income tox. 


13. MOMEY LENDING. The moking of leans to « fellow Govern 
ment empleyes or te anyone else on Government premises, of 





the Administration exsisting in the regular aperetions ef the 
GSA Credit Union. 


14, GAMBLING. Geabling in any fore on Government premises is 
prahibited. 


15S. USE OF INTOXICANTS. Intoxicents shell not be weed or con 
sumed on loosed or Gevernment-owned promises under GSA 
supervision. Any employee found using or ender the influence 
of intoxicents while at work will be subject te disciplinary 
ection 


1& REFUSAL TO TESTIFY. Refuse! on the port of « GSA on 
ployee to testify before « congressione! committee on the 
of possible self-incrimination, or testifying but invoking cam- 
stitutiona!l privilege during such teatimeny, constitutes @ besis 
for diamissel. 


CERTIFICATION 


+ hereby certify thet | have read the complete text of the General Services Administration Stendords of Conduct, and thet | 


om tamilior with the provisions contained there! 
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Mr. Roptno. And when did you become Commissioner ? 

Mr. Srropex. July 1, 1954. 

Mr. Maerz. You do not recall a meeting with Mr. Strawser in 
which you were asked to sign the standards-of-conduct statement ? 

Mr. Shacetie. No. As I said before, it is possible that he had been 
talking to me. He generally talks to me several times a day, right 
along. So I can’t say that 1 remember that specific conversation. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you recall Mr. Strawser telling the Office of Com- 
pliance of GSA that you gave no reason whatsoever as to why you 
would not sign the standards-of-conduct statement? 

Mr. Srrose.. It never occurred to me that I would not sign it. I 
could not sign it without the reservations as I have now made them of 
record. 

Mr. Materz. Have you ever specifically obtained approval from 
anybody in GSA to engage in these outside activities? 

Mr. Srroset. There are no written documents stating just that. 

Mr. Roptno. Did you make that reservation as a result of conver- 
sation with some person in the Administration ¢ 

Mr. Srrosex. No, sir. 

Mr. Roprno. Was it as a result of some counsel by your attorney ? 

Mr. Srropet. Are you referring to this reservation ? 

Mr. Roprno. This reservation on the standards of conduct. 

Mr. Srropet. No. That reservation was dictated by me because 
they wanted the certificate signed, and I consulted nobody on that 
item. 

Mr. Roprno. In other words, you consulted with no one but just 
concluded that you might add the reservation ? 

Mr. Srropet. That is right. 

Mr. Roprno. And if it were acceptable, O. K.? 

Mr. Srroper. That was exclusively my own idea of establishing 
that particular reservation. 

Mr. Fine. You were asked a moment ago whether or not you had 
any approval of the GSA to continue your outside business, and your 
answer was that there was no written document. _ 

Mr. Srroset. That is right. 

Mr. Five. But you did indicate earlier, I believe, that you did 
speak to Mr. Mansure—— 

Mr. Srrozet. I beg your pardon ? 

Mr. Fine. That you did tell Mr. Mansure orally —— 

Mr. Srropet. That is correct. 

Mr. Fine. When you first took the position ? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 

Mr. Fine. When you came down as consultant ? 

Mr. Srroset. It was all explained. 
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The Carman. But your reservation was that you would not con- 
tinue any active management of Strobel & Salzman; is that right? 

Mr. Srrosev. That is right. I resigned from the actual manage- 
ment. You can’t be two places at once. 

The Cuatrman. And that you would have no direct or indirect re- 
lations with the General Services Administration ? 

Mr. Srroset, That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Strobel, do you recall that on December 27, 
1954, you were urged by the Office of Compliance of GSA to permit 
one of its special agents to obtain a list of Strobel & Salzman’s 
clients by examination of the company records or at least that you 
yourself submit such a list ? 

Mr. Srrosev. No, sir, I do not remember such a request at that time. 

Mr. Marerz. You do not recall it. 

Mr. Srroser. No, sir. It came a good deal later. 

Mr. Materz. Do you recall that on August 9, 1955, you were again 
urged by the special agent of the Office of Compliance to obtain a list 
of Strobel and Salzman’s clients? 

Mr. Srropet. To my recollection, I got the first request for per- 
mitting one of his agents to go to the office and obtain the list of 
clients, I think it was early August or late July. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you permit the agent at that time—— 

Mr. Srroset. No. I told him that I would handle that myself. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you recall 

Mr. Srropet. And I later produced the list of clients. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, these requests were made, were they not, to in- 
sure that you complied with section 6 of the standards of conduct, 
which requires every employee of GSA to submit complete informa- 
tion as to his outside connections ? 

Mr. Srrosen. Well, I would imagine that was the reason. 

Mr. Maerz. Yes. Do you recall that it was not until August 30, 
1955, over a year after your Government employment that you sub- 
mitted to Mr. Mansure personally a list of your clients pursuant to Mr. 
Mansure’s request ? 

Mr. StrozeL. That is correct. Mr. Mansure had spoken to me about 
that er a month earlier. He thought I should get the list in, 
and I proceeded to make up the list, or have it made up. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Chairman, I offer in evidence the standards-of- 
conduct statement required to be signed by General Services Ad- 
ministration. 

The Cuatrman. That will be received for the record. 
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(The standards-of-conduct statement referred to is as follows: 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


STANDARDS QF CONDUCT 


i When an individuc! cecepts employment with the Government, he ossumes respenaibilities over and ebeve efficient ond level perform 


ence of his casigned dut 





the Goverament itself. Accordingly, it is the pelicy of the General Services Administration thet its employees 
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tion of their employment, to comply with the standards of conduct set forth below. 


1. ETHICS. In ell their declings, employees shel! so conduct 
themselves es to permit no possible bosis for seapicion of unm 
ethical business prectices. The obligation to protect fully the 
interests of the Government demands the evoidence of circum- 
stonces which invite canflict between self-interest end integrity. 


2. SAFEGUARDING INFORMATION. Adequote machinery hos 
been established fer the proper dissemination of timely intor- 
mation te ol! interested porties in o fair and equitable manner. 
The vnovtheri zed or premeture disclosure of informotion or con- 
firmation of publicly steted opinion relating to the operations 
of this Administration is prohibited. The wse of information 
ecquired as an incident to emp! cyment with this Administration 
for the purpose of furthering ony nongovernmental interest also 
Is prohibited. 





3. PLACE OF BUSINESS. Unless expressly outhorized by his 
superior, an employee shel! not conduct any Government busi- 
ness, discussions, of aegotiations, relating te matters of con- 
corn te this Administration, except on Government premises, 
er, when necessery, at other proper pleces of business. 





Y« OUTSIDE EMPLOYMENT. The Director of Personnel in the 


Central Office and it Directors | tone! offices ore 
authorized to approve or disapprove requests te pngege in ovt- 
side employment. Except upon prics written approve! ef such 
official, or other officiel to whom appreving ovtherity hes been 
tedelegoted, employees shal! net engoge in any outside employ 
ment or business activity, and in ne inatence shell appreval be 
gronted where such employment will involve conflict with Govw- 
ernment interests. Employees shell not eccept remuneration in 
eny form from nongovernmental! sources fer the performance of 
efficial duties whether the time ended | 1 of the ner- 
me! working period, overtime, or off-duty ho 











5S. FAVORITISM. Preferential treatment shal! not be accorded 
on, firm, corporation, o: other entity, in the conduct of 
wainess. 





Vs OUTSIDE CONNECTIONS. Eoch employes shall submit te his 


immediete superior a report of outside connections, listing al! 
persone! or financial relationships which he hes or formerly 
hed with ony person, firm, corporation, of other entity deing busi- 
ness with this Administration or which there is reson to be- 
liewe might de ony business with this Administretion. The em- 
ployee is responsible for the current status of this information. 
¥t le the responsibility of the immedicte superior, wpon receipt 
of such report, to forword it threugh apprepr chennels to the 
Director of Compliance in the Central Office or te the Compli- 
once Division representative ina regione! office. Employees 
shoal! net toke fine! ection with reapect te any matter in which 








written author ion is received from the Directar of Compl i- 
ance of the Compliance Division representative. 





such reletionship or connection is involved unless specific | 


7. GRATUITIES. GSA employees shell noreccept ony gratuity or 
teaver of any nature whotscever, directly of indirectly, from ony 
person, firm, corporation, or other entity, which hes Jo 
doing, of proposes to do business with this Administration 
Tentotive or firm offers of money or other considerations, sech 








10. 


. REPORTING OF IRREGULARITIES. tr is the obi) 


os offers of future employment, which ore mode to influence 
official cction, would, of course, constitute attempted bribery, « 


Federo! crimine! offense. 





. FORMER EMPLOYEES. All trensections with this Administre 


tion in which ony former employes of GSA oF any of ite prede- 
cessor agencies of components it involved, in the capacity of 
principal, agent, representative, trustee, or attorney, shal! be 
referred te the Director of Compliance im the Central Office or 
te the Complionce Division representative in @ regione! 
office. 


. GSA-EMPLOYEE TRANSACTIONS. Employees shel! not por- 


ticipete im business trensections with this Adm 
either directly of indirectly, os prince pel, agee 
sentative, or attorney. Th's prohibition includes, but 1s rat 
limited to, purcheses of persone! ond reel property, teosehelds, 
and procurement controcts. 





on of 
cock emp! cree to report immediately ony apperent or sus- 
pected irregularity coming te his attention in cannection with 
ony eperation of this Administration. Such report shel! be 
mode to the Director of C ence, Central Otica, or 
Compliance Division representative in the regional office. 








Tl. INTERMEDIARIES. tem ell relations with the public, empicyees 


are prohibited from ree ammending of sugges?ing the w 
mongovernmente! intermediary (individue!l, firm, corpo: 
or other entity) offering ony service os consultant, egent. res- 
resentetive, attorney, expediter, or specialist, for the pur, 
of assisting in ony negotiotions, trensections, or other bus: 
nees with this Administration. 








. MEETING FINANCIAL OBLIGATIONS. Al! employees of the 


Administration are expected te meet their (vet ebligetions. 
GSAe joyees ore required, os « cond! 
ployment, te meke prompt payment of Fe 






13. MONEY LENDING. The moking of loons to « fellow Govern: 


Mu, 


15. 


meat employee or te enyone ef s¢ on Government premises, at 

ony rete of intere enders GSA employees subject to dismis- 
does not apply to th 
ting in the regular aper 






GSA Credit Union. 


GAMBLING. Gambling in ony form on Government premises is 
prohibited. 


USE OF INTOXICANTS. Intoxicents shell not be veed or con 
sumed on lecsed of Government-ewned premises under GSA 
supervision. Any employee found using er under the influence 
nicents while at work will be swoject to disciplinary 





ection. 


16. REFUSAL TO TESTIFY. Refuse! on the part of « GSA om- 


ployee to testify before o congre sis 
f-incriminetion, or fying but invoking can- 
stitutional privilege during awch testimeny, constitutes o basis 
for diamissel. 


nal committee en th 















CERTIFICATIOF 


fi hereby certify thot | heve read the complete text of the General Services Administration Stendords of Conduct, and thot | 


am familior with the provisions contained therein. J 


Lete Signeture 





GSA WASH DC 45-1163 
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Mr. Keatinc. When were these standards promulgated? 

Mr. Materz. July, 1954. : 

Mr. Frye. Is this the same one that he signed with the reservation ? 

Mr. Materz. Yes. 

Mr. Fine. Why put it in the record, then? 

The Cuarrman. That will be put in the record for information. _ 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Strobel, are you acquainted with the archi- 
tectural firm of Serge Petroff of New York City ? 

Mr. Stropeu. I am. 

Mr. Materz. That firm is actually an important client of Strobel 
& Salzman, is it not? 

Mr. Srroset. That is not exactly the full story, because we are prob- 
ably a bigger client of that firm than Strobel & Salzman is of him. 

Mr. Maerz. Since May, 1953 could you tell us how many contracts 
Serge Petroff has given Strobel & Salzman? 

Mr. Stropex. No, I cannot. 

Mr. Maerz. I show you a list prepared by Mr. Schwarz, business 
manager of Strobel & Salzman, which purports to set forth the name 
of each client for whom Strobel & Salzman has done work since May 
1953, the project on which the work was done, and the date the contract 
was entered into. Now, will you examine this list and tell us whether 
it is accurate, according to your best information ? 

Mr. Strosex. Being made up by the office of Strobel & Salzman, I 
would assume this is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Very good. 

May I have that list back. 

According to this list, on May 20, 1953, Strobel & Salzman was 
retained by Serge Petroff on the United States Envelope Co. project; 
on December 1, 1954, Strobel & Salzman was retained by Serge Petroff 
on the Ortho Pharmacal project; on January 5, 1955, Strobel & Salz- 
man was retained by Serge Petroff for the Ethicon project; on Au- 
= 31, 1955, Strobel & Salzman was again retained by Serge Petroff 

or presumably, again, another United States Envelope project; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Strosev. That is correct, yes. 

Mr. Materz. Therefore, since May 1953, Strobel & Salzman has been 
hired by Serge Petroff for four separate jobs; that is correct, is it not? 

Mr. Srrosex. Right. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Strobel, do you recall a conference on August 
26, 1954, in Washington, D. C., concerning proposed alterations for a 
building at 70 Columbus Avenue, New York City, which was to be 
occupied by the Immigration and Naturalization Service? 

Mr. Stropen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Martz. Do you recall that this conference was attended by 
representatives of the GSA and Immigration and Naturalization 
Service? 

Mr. Strroset. That is right. 

Mr. Maerz. And do you recall that the purpose of the conference 
was to present estimates and all pertinent facts on the building before 
occupancy by the Immigration and Naturalization Service ? 

Mr. Strroset. Well, I would like to explain that story in detail, if 
I may. 
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We at the time you said got a request from the Immigration Service 
that they wanted to abandon their occupation of Ellis Island, which 
they had occupied under the same circumstances for about 10 years 
or so. It was a costly operation that should be abandoned. 

The Commissioner of Immigration had picked space in the build- 
ing located at 70 Columbus Avenue, in New York City, a building that 
was totally rented by GSA. For the Service to go in there, it would 
mean establishing detention quarters and making a rather costly and 
large alteration to a building that we are renting. 

The time schedule was set at a most unreasonable, short time. The 
conference, as you mentioned, was to establish what should be done 
how much money it would cost, because GSA, to my recollection, did 
not have sufficient money in the budget to take care of that alteration. 
It would be on a reimbursable basis. 

I might say that I personally objected to that move, as I considered 
it to be not wise for the Government to spend what would amount to 
$400,000 or more in a rented building. 

The Cuarrman. That is, you felt it would cost upward of $400,000 
to make the changes that the Commissioner of Immigration desired ? 

Mr. Srropen. That is right, to make the building suit the occupa- 
tion and the function of the service that previously was on Ellis 
Island. 

Anyway, my objection to that was overruled, and we were ordered 
to proceed full steam. The Commissioner of Immigration pushed 
us just as hard as he could. In fact, some irregular activities had 
been started ; so I had to call a special meeting, calling the immigration 
officials in, and I had the public buildings representative from New 
York down on the meeting, and the main purpose was to tell immi- 
gration what the procedure would be in order to get this space ready, 
and not necessarily let them do the way they wanted to. 

They wanted to rush the act, so to say, and have a lot of work done 
without us knowing what we were to do. 

So I told them that it must be done this way: First, we must have 
plans and specifications made so that the project is finalized; and we, 
then, on account of the time limit, might go in for a negotiated contract 
on a cost-plus-fixed-fee basis to have the work done. 

My recollection is that we had 6 weeks to have the plans made and 
3 months thereafter the work completed and ready for occupancy. 

If you gentlemen were in the construction business, you would know 
that that would mean a rather unreasonable request. 

Well, we proceeded, and they agreed to lay off, so to say, and not 
interfere with our operation, and we had to get the plans and the 
specifications made. That is a function that under our decentralized 
method of operation is delegated to the regions. 

I recall—I do not know whether it was the same day or several 
days after—that I got a request from the Public Buildings official 
in New York would I send up 5 or 6 men, architects and engineers, 
right away to prepare plans and specifications for this project, because 
he did not have sufficient manpower to do the job at that time. I had 
to refuse him the request of men from our office to go up there because 
we do not have extra men sitting around doing nothing. They are all 
occupied and they are all scheduled for work. 

So I told him, “Go out” 
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Mr. Marerz. Who was “him”? 

Mr. Srrozev. The official in New York. 

Mr. Materz. Would that be Mr. Edwin Lawton? 

Mr. Srropet. That would be Mr. Lawton; yes. I told him, “We 
cannot help you.” 

The CuatrMan. He is the deputy regional director of the Public 
Buildings Service? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is right, sir. I told him to go out in private 
industry, that is, private architects and engineers, and try to find 
somebody that would be willing to do this project under the circum- 
stances, and when I told him that, I at the same time said, “You 
might contact Serge Petroff. I know him. If he is willing to take 
on the job, we will get it done.” 

The Cuarrman. And you suggested the name of Serge Petroff—— 

Mr. Srrozev. I suggested the name of Serge Petroff to him. 

The Cuairman. That is the man from whom you got this other busi- 
ness that was relayed to you before? 

Mr. Srropet. Well, in order to clarify that picture, I should prob- 
ably say that he has gotten a lot more business from Strobel & Salzman 
than Strobel & Salzman has gotten from him in the past year. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Strobel—I am sorry. Are you finished? 
Excuse me. 

Mr. Srroper. So that was the end of my contact with that proposi- 
tion, because the authority was delegated to the New York regional 
deputy to handle that type of work. He did get in touch with Petroff. 
The work, as has been indicated, was by no means attractive work, 
because it was tenant changes that had to do with ventilation, re- 
arranging of interior space, new lighting, plumbing, and so forth. 

In other words, it is the type of work that no architect can get any 
glory or build any reputation on. It is the lowest type and least at- 
tractive work in the architectural business. 

Mr. Lawton negotiated a contract or an agreement with Mr. Petroff 
and he did perform the work, by putting all his effort—I think his 
whole office as well as his personal effort—on the project, and got 
the plans almost completed in the same set. At that time, a change of 
mind had taken place with the immigration authorities, and 

The CHairman. Let us pause at this moment to ask you 1 or 2 
questions about Mr. Petroff. 

Mr. Srropex. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. All right. 

Now, did you instruct Mr. Lawton to give that contract, the archi- 
tectural contract, to Serge Petroff ? 

Mr. Srropev. No; I did not. 

The Cuairman. You did not ask him to? 

Mr. Srropev. I gave him the name of Petroff. 

Mr. Lawron. You recall the meeting of August 26 with Mr. 
Lawton; do you not? 

Mr. Srropet. Was that the meeting where the immigration officials 
were—— 

Mr. Maurrz. Yes. Did you have a private discussion with Mr. 
Lawton after the meeting with Immigration and Naturalization 
officials? 

Mr. Srropen. That is possible; yes. That is possible. 
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Mr. Materz. Did you instruct Mr. Lawton to return to New York 
City that night pr epared to negotiate a contract with an architect and 
construction firm ? 

Mr. Srropex. No, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. You did not? 

Mr. Srropet. I did not. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you direct Mr. Hunter, Design and Construction, 
to give Mr. Lawton samples of approved negotiated contracts to use 
asa guide and to assist him in every way possible? 

Mr. Srroset. That is right. 

Mr. Matrerz. Did you indicate to Mr. Lawton that you would call 
Serge Petroff and James King & Son, a construction firm, to meet Mr. 
Lawton in New York C ity on “August 27% 

Mr. Srroset. I might have called Mr. Petroff. I don’t recall. But 
I don’t recall the reference to King. 

Mr. Matetz. Now, as far as Mr. King is concerned, that was a con- 
struction firm 

Mr. Srropet. That is right. 

Mr. Mauerz. That Strobel & Salzman had attempted to secure busi- 
ness from; is that right ? 

Mr. Srroset. No. I am not so sure about that. I have never done 
any work for that. 

Mr. Marerz. No. I did not say that you did the work. Did you 
ever negotiate for business with James King & Son? 

Mr. Stroset. I kind of doubt that. I know personally the man that 
was in charge. He was a friend of mine. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you recall sending a letter to Mr. Mansure on Au- 
gust 30 setting forth a list of clients, together with a list of firms with 
which you negoti: ited ? 

Mr. Srroren. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Materz. Would you refer to that list there a moment, and 
would you refer to the second part of the list and the firms with 
which 

Mr. Ross. We do not have the second part of the list here, Mr. 
Maletz. 

Mr. Srrosen. Yes; we do, 

Mr. Ross. Yes; we do. I beg your pardon. 

Mr. Marerz. Would you examine that list to determine 

Mr. Srrosen. I see the name of James King. 

Mr. Matetz. You do? 

Mr. Srroser. I see the name of James King on that list. 

Mr. Materz. And that is the firm with which Strobel & Salzman 
negotiated for business in the past; is that right? 

Mr. Srropet. Well, I am trying to recall what it was, but I cannot. 
That is a contracting firm, general contractors. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, do you recall now whether or not you personally 
called Serge Petroff, telling him to be in Mr. Lawton’s office the next 
day ? 

Mr. Srrosei. That is possible, that I told him that; yes, sir 

Mr. Maerz. But you do not recall instructing Mr. Lawton to give 
the contract to Serge Petroff? : 

Mr. STrRoBEL. No. sir. After all, that would be a matter of negotia- 
tion. 
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Mr. Maerz. You issued no such instruction to Mr. Lawton? 

Mr. Srrosex. Not to my recollection; no, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. Your best recollection, then, is that all you did was 
call Mr. Petroff? 

Mr. Srroset. I referred Mr. Petroff to him; yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Did you in that conversation with Mr. Petroff tell 
him that he was to be hired as an architect ? 

Mr. Srropeu. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. What did you tell him? 

Mr. Srroset. I might have told him, “There is a rush job to be done 
on such and such a proposition,” and for him to look into it and see 
if he was interested in it, and to get in touch with Mr. Lawton, because 
I had nothing to do with it outside of that. 

Mr. Materz. Did you advise Mr. Lawton that Mr. Petroff was to be 
instructed to start work immediately ? 

Mr. Srroset. I might have instructed Mr. Lawton to start work 
immediately, but I do not recall any reference to have Petroff start 
immediately, because that could not be done unless there was some 
kind of understanding or agreement made by Mr. Lawton or between 
Lawton and Petroff, because I was not the contracting officer. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, you have no recollection of telling Mr. Lawton 
also to negotiate with James King? 

Mr. Srroset. No; I don’t recall that. 

Mr. Maerz. You are aware of the fact, are you not, that a con- 
tract was signed on August 27, the day after your discussion with 
Mr. Lawton, a contract was signed with Petroff calling for a fee of 
some $16,000 ? 

Mr. Srrosex. I do not recall that. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Chairman, I offer in evidence a contract for pro- 
fessional services dated August 27, 1954, entered into between Public 
Buildings Service and Serge Petroff, calling for a fee of $16,390. 

Are you aware of the fact that a contract was signed shortly there- 
after with James King & Son? 

Mr. Srrosev. No, I am not aware of the time it was signed. 

The Cuarrman. That will be accepted. 

(The contract referred to is as follows:) 


OS-—02B-3832 


Contract Number 
Pusiic BuILpInes SERVICE 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION—REGION 2 
CONTRACT FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 


Contract Architect: Serge Petroff. 
Project : 70 Columbus Avenue, New York, N. Y. 


Fee : $16,390. 
INDEX INDEX 
Article No. Article No. 
NO ii an Ni nc ebb heachabibioed I shen aeaent, Deferment, or Termina- vIn 
Sco DR ac csesintinien tit cnn einai II on-~~----------~--------------- 
ling a a a Ill pis peg tenon Set ee aE en ee ee a mew ani eo IX 
eview o rer ee 
Consultations____------------------ IV | Covenant Tooteet Contingent Fees... XI 
Revisions ~_-.----~--.-~----------- V | Examination of Records______-_____ XII 
Data and Services Furnished by Gov- ___| Officials Not to Benefit______________ XIII 
SN, diernennncnedcdebnenas VI| Nondiscrimination in Employment__. XIV 
I iii warecinknnstnaen Vi BN san chen cetincihin ce nach Scebphataallcen'ek XV 


On this twenty-seventh day of August 1954, the United States of America 
(herein called the Government), acting by and through the Administrator of 
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General Services, represented by the Regional Director, Region 2, General Serv- 
ices Administration, (herein called the Director), and Serge Petroff, Madison 
Avenue, New York, N. Y. (herein called the Contract Architect), agree as 
follows: 

ARTICLE I. PROJECT 


The project is identified as follows: Alterations to 70 Columbus Avenue, 
New York, N. Y. 
Description 

The project will consist of alterations to the tenth, eleventh, and twelfth 


floors and the roof to provide detention quarters, and to convert the electrical 
system for the tenth, eleventh, and twelfth floors which use alternating current. 


ARTICLE II, SCOPE OF SERVICES 


The Contract Architect shall perform all professional services necessary for 
planning and designing the project as follows: 

(a) Preliminary architectural drawings and outline specifications based on 
sketches and information received from Immigration and Naturalization Service 
and GSA. 

(b) Working drawings and specifications (architectural and mechanical) and 
Estimate of Cost. 

(c) Final working drawings and specifications (reflecting all comments and 
changes). 

(d@) The Contract Architect shall: 

(1) Furnish copies or originals of items (a) through (b) above, as re 
quired by “Instructions to Contract Architects” referred to in Article VII 
below ; 

(2) Furnish time schedule and progress reports of his work: 

(3) Submit names of engineers (with their records of education and 
experience) whom he proposes to use on the project, and use only engineers 
approved by the Director ; 

(4) Prepay shipping charges on all charts, sketches, drawings and docu- 
ments he sends to the Director; and after the award of the construction 
contract ; 

(5) Prepare any additional explanatory drawings required ; 

(6) Prepare full-size detail drawings; 

(7) Check and approve shop drawings; 

(8) Recommend approval of architectural material samples. 

(e) Supervision.—The Contract Architect will not supervise the construction 
of the project. 

(f) Ownership.—All drawings, specifications and other documents furnished 
under this contract, except the perspective sketch, shall be the property of the 
Government. 

ARTICLE III. FEE 


The Government shall pay the Contract Architect a fixed fee of $16,390, which 
shall constitute full compensation for all services and material outlined in 
Article II, except as provided in Articles IV and V. 

The fee shall be paid as follows and each installment, or portion thereof as 
provided by Article VIII (c), shall be in full and final settlement for all work 
performed thereunder : 

(a) $3,000.00 when the document required by Artiele II (a@) are approved. 

(6) $7,500.00 when the documents required by Article II (b) are submitted. 

(c) $3,000.00 when the documents required by Article II (c) are approved. 

(d) $2,890.00 when the Director finds that the Contract Architect has satis- 
factorily completed all the services required. 

(e) Prior to the payment under (d) of this Article, the Contract Architect 
shall furnish the Government with a release of all claims against the Govern- 
ment under this contract, other than such claims as the Contract Architect may 
except. He shall describe and state the amount of each excepted claim. 

(f) The Contract Architect shall have no duties or responsibilities in con- 
nection with any furniture or furnishings that are supplied or installed by the 
Government, and shall receive no compensation on account thereof. 
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ARTICLE IV, CONSULTATIONS 


The Director may require the Contract Architect to furnish consulting services 
beyond those paid for by the fixed fee. If so, the Government shall pay the 
Contract Architect as provided in this Article: Provided, That the Contract 
Architect shall not get any per diem fee for consultations about changes or 
revisions in the drawings or documents that the Director finds are required be- 
cause of deficiencies for which the Contract Architect is responsible nor for 
consultations required to establish the specific requirements of the project. 

The Government shall pay the Contract Architect for consulting services, au- 
thorized by the Director, as follows: 

If the services are performed in the city where the architectural work is done, 
at the rate of $35.00 per day. 


ARTICLE V. REVISIONS 


(a) Without additional fee, the Contract Architect shall correct or revise 
the drawings and documents until the Director approves them in writing. 

(>) The Government will pay an additional fee for changes or revisions re- 
quired by the Director after approval of any material submitted: Provided, 
That the Government will not pay additional fee for any corrections or revisions 
(even though required after approval of any material submitted) if the Di- 
rector finds that such requirement resulted from deficiencies for which the 
Contract Architect was responsible, 

(c) Such additional fee shall be the actual amount the Contract Architect pays 
for technical services of engineers, draftsmen, and other technical personnel, 
and payments required by law. To the total of these payments there shall be 
added an amount equal to one and one-half times to total of such payment to cover 
in full the Contract Architect’s supervision, overhead, and profit. The rate the 
Contract Architect pays for technical services shall not exceed the current rate 
paid for comparable services in his office, or in other offices in that area. 

(d) The Director may change the basic requirements of the project. If, in 
the opinion of the Director, this requires major revision or abandonment of 
drawings or other documents, the Government shall pay the Contract Architect 
for such revisions or for new drawings or documents required to replace those 
abandoned, an amount to be agreed upon by the parties hereto. 


ARTICLE VI. DATA AND SERVICES FURNISHED BY GOVERNMENT 


The Government will furnish: 

(a) General Services Administration, Public Buildings Service handbeoks, 
design data, standard details, specification forms, partially completed Project 
Directive, and other information. 

(b) The Government will: 

(1) Review all material submitted by the Contract Architect. 

(2) Confer with and obtain approvals of occupying agencies. 

(3) Duplicate the approved final working drawings, specifications, and 
full-size details. 

(4) Obtain bids, award contracts, approve material samples, and super- 
vise and administer construction of the project. 


ARTICLE VII. HANDBOOKS 


The Contract Architect warrants that he has read the General Services Ad- 
ministration, Public Buildings Service Handbooks entitled “Instructions to Con- 
tract Architects” dated August 1, 1946, and Amendment No. 1, thereto, dated 
April 1, 1950; also “Drawing Requirements Handbook” dated May 1, 1947. 
These Handbooks, by reference, are made a part of this contract. 


ARTICLE VIII. ABANDONMENT, DEFERMENT, OR TERMINATION 


(a) The Director may abandon or indefinitely defer the work at any time he 
finds it expedient or necessary. 

(b) If in the opinion of the Director, the Contract Architect violates any 
terms or conditions of this contract, or his conduct may jeopardize the Govern- 
ment’s interest, the Director may terminate this contract by written notice to 
the Contract Architect. 

(c) If the work is abandoned or deferred or the contract terminated by the 
Director, the Government shall pay the Contract Architect that proportion of 




















































CONFLICT OF INTEREST 41 





his installment fee that the amount of acceptable work he has actually done on 
his current submission of work bears to the whole of that submission. Payment 
by the Government of such compensation shall be in full and final settlement for 
all work performed by the Contract Architect. After such payment, all charts, 
sketches, drawings, and other documents, whether finished or not, shall become 
the property of the Government. 


ARTICLE IX. DISPUTES 


Any dispute concerning a question of fact arising under this contract which 
is not disposed of by agreement shall be decided by the Contracting Officer, who 
shall reduce his decision to writing and mail or otherwise furnish a copy thereof 
to the Contract Architect. Within 30 days from the date of receipt of such copy, 
the Contract Architect may appeal by mailing or otherwise furnishing to the 
Contracting Officer a written appeal addressed to the Administrator of General 
; Services, and the decision of the Admfnistrator or his duly authorized represent- 
$ atives for the hearings of such appeals shall, unless determined by a court of 
competent jurisdiction to have been fraudulent or capricious or arbitrary or so 
grossly erroneous as necessarily to imply bad faith, be final and conclusive: 
Provided, That if no such appeal to the Administrator of General Services is 
taken, the decision of the Contracting Officer shall be final and conclusive. In 
connection with any appeal proceeding under this clause, the Contract Archi- 
tect shall be afforded an opportunity to be heard and to offer evidence in support 
of its appeal. Pending final decision of a dispute hereunder, the Contract 
Architect shall proceed diligently with the performance of the contract and in 
accordance with the Contracting Officer’s decision. 
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ARTICLE X. REVIEW OF DISPUTES 


The foregoing Article entitled “Disputes” is subject to the provisions of P. L. 
356, S8rd Cong., approved May 11, 1954, which permits judicial review of the 
decision of the head of any agency (or his representative or board) under the 
Disputes clause where it is alleged that such decision is “frudulent or capricious 
or arbitrary or so grossly erroneous as necessarily to imply bad faith, or is not 
supported by substantial evidence.” 


ARTICLE XI. COVENANT AGAINST CONTINGENT FEES 


The Contract Architect warrants that no person or selling agency has been 
employed or retained to solicit or secure this contract upon an agreement or 
understanding for a commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent fee, ex- 
cept bona fide employees or bona fide established commercial or selling agencies 
maintained by the Contract Architect for the purpose of securing business. For 
the breach or violation of this warranty the Government shall have the right 
to annul this contract without liability or in its discretion to deduct from the 
contract price or consideration the full amount of such commission, percentage, 
brokerage, or contingent fee. 


ARTICLE XII. EXAMINATION OF RECORDS 


(a) The Contract Architect agrees that the Comptroller General of the 
United States or any of his duly authorized representatives shall, until the ex- 
piration of three years after final payment under this contract, have access to 
and the right to examine any directly pertinent books, documents, papers, and 
records of the Contract Architect involving transactions related to this contract. 

(6) The Contract Architect further agrees to include the following provi- 
sions, with appropriate insertions, in all his subcontracts hereunder: 

“(Name of Subcontractor) agrees that the Comptroller General Of the United 
States or any of his duly authorized representatives shall, until the expiration 
of three years after final payment under prime contract (contract symbol and 
number) between the United States of America and the Contract Architect, have 
access to and the right to examine any directly pertinent books, documents, 
papers, and records of (Name of Subcontractor) involving transactions related 
to this contract.” 





ARTICLE XIII. OFFICIALS NOT TO BENEFIT 


No Member of or Delegate to Congress, or Resident Commissioner, shall be 
admitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
therefrom. 
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ARTICLE XIV. NONDISCBIMINATION IN EMPLOYMENT 


In connection with the performance of work under this contract, the Architect 
agrees not to discriminate against any employee or applicant for employment 
because of race, creed, color, or national origin; and further agrees to insert the 
foregoing provision in all subcontracts hereunder, except subcontracts for stand- 
ard commercial supplies or for raw materials. 


ARTICLE XV. DEFINITION 


The term “Contracting Officer” as used herein shall mean the Director, Region 
2, General Services Administration, and shall include his successor or his 
authorized representative. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this contract as of the 
day and year first above written. 


WITNESSES: 


(Address) 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 


ADMINISTRATOR OF GENERAL SERVICES, 


Regional Director. 


This contract has been negotiated under the Act of March 31, 1930 (46 Stat. 
137; 5 U. 8. C. 276), Public Law 105, 8ist Congress, Approved June 16, 1949, and 
Public Law 152, 81st Congress, Approved June 30, 1949, and is authorized by 
Public Law 414, 82d Congress, approved June 27, 1952, 66 Stat. 163, 8 U. S. C. 
1252C and Public Law 471, 83d Congress, approved July 2, 1954. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Strobel, you have informed the committee 
that the normal procedure for the Public Building Service in selecting 
architects was to have the architects’ qualification rated by a rating 
board of three; is that right? 

Mr. Stropex. That is right. 

Mr. Maerz. Was that done in this case? 

Mr. Srropet. That was not done in this case because this was an 
alteration project, and, as I mentioned, the authority for making 
contracts or selecting contracts rests with the regional officers. It is 
only on new building construction that the board of three gets into 
action. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Strobel, is it or is it not true that you 
personally decided to have the contract given to Serge Petroff ? 

Mr. Srroset. I would say that I told Lawton, “Here is a man; if 
he will take it, he can get us out of the woods and get the plans done 
in time.” And that is what the subject was about, for the Government 
to perform in an unreasonable length of time. 

Mr. Fine. Are you saying that Mr. Petroff would be doing you a 
favor or doing GSA a favor if he had taken it ? 

Mr. Srroset. He would be doing, not me, a favor; he would be 
doing the Government a great favor by taking on this work. 

Mr. Maerz. Were other architects in New York City available to 
do this work? 

Mr. Srropet. I suppose so, because there are hundreds of architects 
in New York. 
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Mr. Materz. Who are fully competent to do this kind of work? 

Mr. Srroseu. Fully competent, yes. There is no question about it. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, as a matter of fact, is it not true that you met 
with Mr. Petroff in Washington, D. C., some time in August 1954? 

Mr. Srropet. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. What did you discuss with Mr. Petroff? 

Mr. Srrosex. Mr. Petroff was approached by me. I offered him 
the position of Chief of Director of our Design and Construction 
Division, a position that has been vacant ever since I took office, a 
position I have not been able to fill to this day with a properly quali- 
fied man. 

Mr. Materz. Now, is it not also true that you offered the position, 
too, to Mr. Henry Otis Chapman, of Chapman, Evans & Delehanty ? 

Mr. Srrosext. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. And he was another client of the Strobel firm ? 

Mr. Strropet. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. A client from whom Strobel & Salzman first secured 
business in January 1955? 

Mr. Srroset. They might have gotten their first job at that time; 
yes. 

" Mr. Marerz. Thank you. 

Mr. Srrospet. But we have been negotiating for a long time. 

Mr. Materz. I take it, then, that you will deny 

Mr. Srropet. I beg your pardon ¢ 

Mr. Maerz. I take it, then, on the basis of your testimony that you 
deny that you instructed Mr. Lawton to give this architectural con- 
tract to Serge Petroff ? 

Mr. Srropex. My recollection is that it was not in the form of an 
order from me to Mr. Lawton. 

The Cuamman. In the form of what, sir? 

Mr. Srrosex. In the form of an order from me to Mr. Lawton that 
he had to use that man. 

The CuarrMan. What was the nature of the 

Mr. Srropet. The nature was a recommendation, because I knew 
from personal experience that if Mr. Petroff would take the project 
on, we would get it in time, and we would get a good one. 

Mr. Materz. With reference to Mr. Petroff, I think you said that 
you had a meeting with him in August of 1955. Was the only subject 
of discussion the possibility of his becoming an official of GSA? 

Mr. Srrosent. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Will you refer to a memorandum from Mr. Schwarz 
to you dated September 13, 1954? 

Mr. Ross. 1954 you say ? 

Mr. Maerz. Yes; September 13, 1954. 

Mr. Ross. We have it. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you have that document, Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Srropeu. Yes. 

Mr. Maerz. Would you read the last paragraph? First, let me 
ask you whether that is a copy of the memorandum which Mr. 
Schwarz sent to you. 

Mr. Srroset. That is right. 

Mr. Materz. Would you read the last paragraph, sir? 

Mr. Srropen (reading) : 








Here is a copy of a letter from the OCE—— 
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Mr. Maerz. That is the Office of Chief of Engineers ? 

Mr. Srropet. Yes. [Continues reading :] 

Dated September 10, requesting info on Contract DA-49-129-eng-—260, which is 
our latest warehouse contract. They would like to see the work sheets on which 
the contract was negotiated. I believe these sheets are in with the papers which 
Petroff brought down to you several weeks ago. Will you arrange to supply 
them with the required info, or do you want us to do anything about it here in 
New York? 

Mr. Materz. Therefore, you did have a discussion with Mr.—or did 
you have a discussion with Mr. Petroff about some plans? 

Mr. Strroseu. No, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. You did not? 

Mr. Srropeu. He had 

Mr. Keatine. [am mixedup. This letter is 1954? 

Mr. Strose.. This is September 13, 1954. 

Mr. Keatine. Oh. 

Mr. Maerz. And this contract was between Public Buildings Serv- 
ice and Petroff, and was when? August 1954? Is that not right? 

Mr. Ross. Mr. Maletz, I thought you asked about a meeting in 1955. 

Mr. Kearrne. Yes. Iam sure you did. 

Mr. Maerz. If I did, I misspoke myself. I was referring to a 
meeting which Mr. Strobel had with Mr. Lawton on August 26, 1954, 
concerning the alterations of the Columbus 

Mr. Ross. No, sir. I am sorry. You asked Mr. Strobel about a 
meeting which he had with Mr. Petroff in 1955, and Mr. Strobel told 
you he tried to get Mr. Petroff to accept a position. 

Mr. Materz. I beg your pardon, Mr. Robb. 

Mr. Ross. And then afterward, that was the only thing he talked 
about. Now, wasthat 1955? 

Mr. Maerz. I am very sorry. Iam referring to August 1954. 

Mr. Srrowe.. That is right. That is my recollection; yes. 

Mr. Materz. You had a meeting with Mr. Petroff in or about August 
1954, concerning some plans, some drafting plans; is that right? 

Mr. Strosen. Not down here. 

Mr. Materz. Then this memorandum from Mr. Schwarz to you was 
not correct ? 

Mr. Srroset, I beg your pardon? This note is perfectly correct. 
Mr. Petroff in this respect acted asa messenger. He a to come down 
to Washington. I wanted to talk to him about the possibility of 
taking over this position. 

Mr. Marerz. That was when, sir? 

Mr. Strosei. That was in September 1954. 

Mr. Maerz. 1954? 

Mr. Stroset. That is right; September 1954. 

Mr. Matrrz. That was 1 month after he got the contract. with Pub- 
lic Buildings Service? 

Mr. Strorer. Well, if that is the time he got it, then it would be 1 
month after that. I don’t know. 

Mr. Matetz. Yes,sir. I see. 

Mr. Srrosex. Our discussion there was very short. I think we met 
in my hotel room, and I explained to him the duties of the position of 
the director of design and construction, trying to interest him in that. 
He was interested, but as it turned out, in a negative way. 
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Mr. Materz. Mr. Chairman, I offer in evidence a list of Strobel & 
Salzman’s clients, and I also offer in evidence a memorandum from 
Mr. 

Mr. Srropet. Mr. Chairman, there is no connection between Petroff 
and the papers that he brought down. 

The ¢ JHAIRMAN. I see. 

Mr. Srroset. No connection whatsoever. He did not even know 
what was in it. It was just a package that he picked up from Mr. 
Schwarz. 

Mr. Maerz. And a memorandum from Mr. Schwarz to Mr. Strobel 
dated September 13, 1954. 

The CHarrMAN. That will be accepted in the record. 

( The list of clients and the memorandum are as follows:) 





Client Project Contract date| Contract amount 


J. W. Ryan Construction Co. (C).| Ciba Pharmaceutical Products, | Aug. 17, 1955 | Cost plus. 
Inc., building D, annex. 


Do apne aca |) CIE CURIE , Do. 
Eggers & Higgins (A)_----.----_- Staten Island Hospital--_--.-...-.. Sept. 12,1955 | 5¢ percent of con- 
struction cost. 
F. L. Smidth & Co. (E)_--_-.----| Lehigh Portland Cement Co., | Aug. 10,1955 | Cost plus 
Bunnell, Fla. 
Syska & Hennessy (E) -- ...-, Air conditioning, Bamberger, | Sept. 20, 1955 Do. 
Newark. 
Maurice R. Salo (A).-.--..---.--| Lutheran Office Bldg., New | July 13, 1955 Do. 
York City. 
Jacob Loewenstein (0) Apartment house development_| Sept. 29, 1954 Do. 
F. L. Smidth & Co. (E)------- 7 Smidth & Co. machine | Mar. 9, 1955 Do. 
shop. 
Eggers & Higgins (A)_......--.--| Huntington Hospital___-.-.--. Apr. 6,1955 | 0.65 of 1 percent of 
construction cost. 
Fellheimer & Wagner (A) -_-_-- AS ged Lambert Pharmaceuti- | May 11, 1955 | $9,800. 
cal. 
John Natvig (3B) 2s22- 2. 7 Portland Cement .do Cost plus. 
50. 
Brown & Guenther (A)-__----.---- Junior High School No. 139, | .do : 46 percent of con- 
| Bronx. struction cost. 
Lathrop Douglass (A)__.....--..-| Continental Baking Co : ; _do Do. 
Ferrenz & Taylor (A)-_..--------- | Junior High School No. 45 June 29, 1955 Do. 
Fellheimer & Wagner (A)_-..---.| Fairleigh Dickenson Schoo] of | Apr. 20,1955 | $4,200. 
Dentistry. 
Chapman, Evans & Delehanty | Brooklyn College Library, ex- Feb. 23,1955 | $8,000. 
(A). | tension. 
Maurice R. Salo (A)__._.........| Newtown High School-_- Feb. 9, 1955 | $10,500. 
Fordyce & Hamby (A)-- ....| Lord & Taylor, Garden C ity. do $8,800. 
Serge P. Petroff (A)-..-...------ Ethicon, Inc___- ...-| Jam. 5,1955 | %& percent of con- 
struction cost. 
cele ae cased _...---.-| Ortho Pharmacy............-...| Dec. 1,1954 | Not yet determined. 
Pe ee Si ese wee U. 8S. Envelope Co., 217 Broad- | Aug. 31,1955 | Cost plus. 
way, New York City. 
William H. Fuhrer (A)__-.......| Good Humor Corp_-............| Dee. 1, 1954 | $1,750. 
. - mE see oe Gold Medal Farms_.............| Mar. 16,1955 | $250. 
aie ; vat Delahanty School. July 20,1955 | Cost plus. 
F, mm Smidth & Co. (E)____.....| Glen Falls Portland Cement__..! Nov. 17, 1954 Do. 
RES Re ae St. Marys Portland Cement Co_| Jan. 5, 1955 Do. 
Do-- Incinerator at Louisville, Ky-_- Feb. 5, 1955 Do. 
Skidmore, Quince é Merrill (A). ..| St. Johns Playground June 9, 1954 | $3,614. 
Cinerama, Inc. (Q)-____._-.-.-- _| Teck Theater, Buffalo, N. Y- Sept. 15,1954 | Cost plus. 
staat A PLEA ES a Warner, W ashington, Nov. 14, 1954 Do. 
D.C. 
Mahoney Troast Co. (C)____- Best & Co., Washington, D. C__| July 27,1955 | $150. 
Kelly & Gruzen (A)___....__....| Beth Israel Hospital Labora- | Aug. 11,1954 | $4,100. 
. tory, Newark, N. J. 
New Week lta | J. .-cccccascscie 73d St. ineinerator drawing | April 1951 | $12,500. 
approval. 
Hegeman Harris Co. (C)_........| Potomac Plaza development__..| June 9, 1954 | $14,000. 
| 3 ER eee) es: eee May 12, 1954 | $5,000. 
Lathrop Douglass (A) -_-__-- ....| North Shore Mart alteration..... Mar. 2,1955 | Cost plus. 
Fordyce & Hamby (A)___._..._.| Russeks, alteration June 8, 1955 Do. 
Magoon & Salo (A)___--. - Plattsburgh Air Force B: ase (11 May 12,1954 $19,100. 
buildings). 
Alfons Bach (A).................| Ridgeway Shipping Center | Mar. 31,1954 | Cost plus. 
(units 1, 2, 3) 
Irwin 8. Chanin (A)_...-...-.--- Green Acres Shopping Center, | Jan. 20,1954 | $16,000. 
Gimbels. 
Do__.....................-.-.| Green Acres Shopping Center, | Oct. 6, 1954 | Cost plus. 


tunnels, malls, and stores. 
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Client Project Contract date Contract amount 
Kelly & Gruzen (A)....-..-..-- Albert Einstein College of | Nov. 19,1952 | $22,500. 
Medicine. 

ids kare sacenaecie Frontenac Apartments___......- July 9, 1954 | $6,200. 

Eggers & Higgins (A)..-..---.. Mercy Hospital. ................ Mar. 11, 1953 7 cont of construc- 

n cost. 

_— Brayton & Burrows | Batchelor officers’ quarters___-.-- July 21, 1954 | $4,000. 
New Jersey Bell eens Co..| Mar. 24, 1954 | $250. 
Stamford property repor sd ngenatMiadaadine $153. 
Sidewalk va t. Chain Bids. --| Apr. 7,1954 | $33. 
Tuck Seal ante es ieaenelee he Nocti aad Rit ae $165. 
Antenna on Chanin Bldg---___- Sept. 1, 1954 | $285. 
Alteration at 535 West 53d St_..| Dec. 1,1955 | $150. 

Guy B. . .)) |) a Air conditioning, 100 Broadway-| June 30, 1954 | $400. 

va Brayton & Burrows | N. 8S. A. warehouse--_........--- Mar. 10, 1954 | $750. 

Johnson & Johnson (O}- _.....-. Survey of 11 buildings____......- Jan. 27,1954 | $3,000. 

De aie anaes i bmi pontine J of buildings 1 to 8._._-.- Jan. 20,1954 | $1,200. 
Kelly & Gruzen (A).-.--.----- Grossinger Health Club__--.---- July 28, 1954 Not charged. 
Irwin 8. Chanin (A).----....-- Air condition Chanin Bldg_----- Oct. 21,1953 | $8,000. 

titan cticah on: whebibbnnaee ead Safeway, Green Acres store__..-- June 3,1953 | $1,628. 
Kenneth Lynch (O)-_--.._-..-- Wilton Craft RRS peers Nov. 18, 1953 | $4,000. 
Alfons Baeh (O)............-..- Ridgeway Bldg., E3.........--- Apr. 1,1953 | $4,600. 
— & Hamby (A).....-..- Fairchild Deer Park. _.......-.-- Dec. 30,1953 | $1,600. 

aiden eahainneing aes aimee Ritz Carlton, conversion........| Apr. 14, 1954 | $1,700. 

De ah cae eae MecManaway store building-___- ay 4,1955 | $900. 

CS Nid a tei ties oem Fairchild, Mineola, alteration_..| June 29, 1955 | $600. 

| ME EES He Fairchild Stratos, extension. ---- May 5, 1954 | $500. 

i caclntas deaaucenantete at Fairchild Camera Co_____.-..--- Nov. 10, 1954 | $250. 
ORE: BNO. GD) ne wciinnemniewd Milwaukee Shipping Bldg_- - -_-- Dec, 2, 1953 | $13,000. 
A, Fi "Morgan Se oncceee nakoes Johnson & Johnson, executive | Dec. 2, 1953 | $1,200. 

office, alteration. 
— & Hamby (A)--.------ Lord & ae Philadelphia....| June 2, 1953 | $8,750. 
ite dcaoacenente toca dcceas lacie louie Fairchild, Mineola_--...........| Mar. 25, 1953 | $9,500. 
Urbatr Brayton & Burrows | Public School No, 15_.....-...--|...--.--------- $9,000. 
Serge P. Petroff (A)----.------ U. 8. Envelope Co...........-.- May 20, 1953 | $9,400. 
Fordyce & Hamby (A)-------- Anheuser-Busch, Brooklyn.....| Mar. 4, 1953 | $5,000. 
Thompson & Barnum (A)_-.... Ue nc ndvnschots Nov. 4,1953 | $1,916. 
Fordyce & Hamby (A)-.----.-| Fairchild Stratos_..............- ‘pt. 11, 1951 | $6,300, 
Corps of Engineers__........-.- Readiness and maintenance ay 6,1953 | $6,750. 
hangar alteration. 
iinnicsadeiagmmapiaipamaasvaieals Helicopter hangars.........-.--- Apr. 28, 1954 





Monpay, SEPTEMBER 13, 1954. 

Here are two round trip air tickets. 

I had lunch with Tizian today and he suggested Sherwood, Mills & Smith of 
Stamford, Conn., as a good firm of architects for any possible work in Connecticut. 
He has dealt with them and recommends them. 

Regarding that Navy project which we were working on together he told 
me our brochures got in too late. There were 15 architectural engineer groups 
being considered on the project and Urbahn was one of them. Tizian contacted 
Max and was lined up with them for the mechanical work if they got the job. 

There are several other projects contemplated and maybe we might get con- 
sideration on one of the others? 

Here is a copy of a letter from the OCH dated September 10 requesting in- 
formation on contract DA 49-129-eng-260 which is our latest warehouse con- 
tract. They would like to see the work sheets on which the contract was 
negotiated. I believe these sheets are in with the papers which Petroff brought 
down to you several weeks ago. Will you arrange to supply them with the re- 
quired information or do you want us to do anything about it here in New 
York. 


The CuatrrMan. We will ask you to desist one moment, Mr. Strobel. 

I would like to call to the witness stand the deputy regional director 
of the Public Buildings Service, Mr. Lawton. 

Mr. Lawton, will you take your seat ? 

You can remain where you are, Mr. Strobel. 

Mr. Srrosex. All right, sir. 

The CuatrmMan. Will you raise your right hand, Mr. Lawton, please. 

Do you solemnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing 
but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Lawton. I do, sir. 
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TESTIMONY OF EDWIN H. LAWTON, DEPUTY REGIONAL DIRECTOR, 
REGION 2, PUBLIC BUILDINGS SERVICE, NEW YORK CITY 


The CHarrman. You may proceed. Will you give your name and 
your address and your office ? 

Mr. Lawton. I am Edwin H. Lawton, deputy regional director of 
Public Buildings Service, region 2, New York City, 250 Hudson Street. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Lawton, you are deputy regional director, you say, 
for the Public Buildings Service ? 

Mr. Lawron. Yes. 

Mr. Maerz. Did there come a time, Mr. Lawton, when the Immi- 
gration and Naturalization Service proposed abandoning Ellis Island 
and moving into a building at 70 Columbus Avenue, New York City ? 

Mr. Lawron. Yes, sir; they approached us in New York te—— 

Mr. Maerz. Was it necessary to make extensive alterations at the 
Columbus Avenue location to provide these quarters for the Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization Service? 

Mr. Lawton. They wanted extensive alterations on two floors of 70 
Columbus Avenue. 

Mr. Maerz. Was a meeting arranged in Washington, D. C., for 
August 26, 1954, for representatives of the Immigration and Naturali- 
zation Service and GSA ? 

Mr. Lawton. That is right. 

Mr. Materz. Was the purpose of this meeting to present estimates 
and all pertinent facts ? 

Mr. Lawron. Yes. There had been many changes made in the pre- 
liminary requirements of Immigration and Naturalization Service, 
and this was to make a final decision as to what should be done there. 
It was a meeting with Immigration and Justice officials. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you actually attend this meeting ? 

Mr. Lawton. I was there. 

Mr. Materz. And was Mr. Strobel present ? 

Mr. Lawton. He was there. 

Mr. Maerz. Were any decisions reached at that meeting? 

Mr. Lawron. We decided that we would go ahead with the altera- 
tion work. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, at the conclusion of this meeting, did Mr. Strobel 
give you any instructions with respect to the selection of an architect 
and a contractor for this project? 

Mr. Lawton. No, sir; he gave me no instructions as such. We had 
a discussion at the end of the meeting, because time was a very im- 
portant factor in this job. In order to complete it by the end of 
December, it meant that the work had to be undertaken immediately, 
with no further delays. He asked me at that time if I knew of some 
architects in New York that I could discuss the job with on the basis 
of a negotiated contract, proposed design work. I told him “No,” 
but I could make up such a list. It would take several days, but we 
would start on it right away. 

He said, “Well, I know of several firms in New York City, and 
Serge Petroff is one that can do the job, I am quite sure; I suggest that 
you talk to him,” which I did, on the next day. 

Mr. Maerz. Did Mr. Strobel indicate to you that he himself would 
call Serge Petroff ? 
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Mr. Lawton. He said he would have Mr. Petroff meet me in New 
York on the following day, which was Friday. 

Mr. Matetz. Did he tell you then that he wanted you to have Petroff 
get started ? 

Mr. Lawton. No; he did not say that. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Lawton, I show you a handwritten memorandum 
and ask you whether this is a memorandum you yourself prepared. 

Mr. Lawton. Yes; that is my handwriting. 

Mr. Matetz. May I have that, sir? 

That is a memorandum which you yourself prepared. And that is 
the original copy ; is it not ? 

Mr. Lawron. Yes. 

Mr. Materz. I read the third page of this memorandum : 


Meeting in Washington, D. C., with Mr. Loughren and Mr. Ford of I. & N.— 


iat is Immigration and Naturalization Service ? 
Mr. Lawton. That is right. 
Mr. Maerz (continues reading) : 


and Mr. Strobel, Mr. Nagel, and myself of GSA. Decided to undertake the neces- 
sary alterations to permit detention quarters at 70 Columbus Avenue. The 
entire 10th, 11th, and 12th floors would be required to provide required space for 
these quarters. The roof would also be required for a recreational area. It was 
agreed that I. & N. would reimburse GSA for alteration expenses up to about 
$360,000, the exact amount to be determined after more details had been worked 
out at regional level. I. & N. declined to agree to reimburse GSA for rent for 
the sixth floor which was given up by AEC and reassigned to I. & N. but agreed 
to discuss the matter with high officials of I. &. N. 

Mr. Strobel instructed me to return to New York City that night to prepare to 
negotiate a contract with an architect and a construction firm. He directed L. L. 
Hunter, D. & C., to give me samples of approved negotiated contracts to use as 
guide and to assist me in any way necessary. 

He indicated he would call Serge Petroff in and James King & Son, a construc- 
tion firm, to meet me in New York City August 27. He also advised that the 
architect was to be instructed to start work immediately so that the weekend 
could be available to make one-half-inch scale layout drawings for estimating 
purposes. 

I. & N. representatives reiterated that the alteration work must be completed 
in time to permit evacuation of Ellis Island before December 1. 

August 27. Discussed alterations with Serge Petroff, architect, and Joe Bergen, 
representing James King & Son, construction contractors. Mr. Petroff agreed to 
start work immediately and provide preliminary plans to James King & Son for 
construction estimates. 

Ts that an accurate account of what transpired ? 

Mr. Lawton. That is an accurate account of what transpired. But 
I was not instructed by Mr. Strobel to make a contract with Mr. Petroff. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you not tell me on the telephone that you had a 
meeting with Mr. Strobel and that Mr. Strobel instructed you to return 
to New York that night and to have Mr. Petroff get started the next 
day? 

Mr. Lawton. It is correct to the point that I was told by Mr. Strobel 
to return to New York that Thursday night, and that he would have 
Mr. Petroff in my office Friday morning. 

Mr. Maerz. He told you he would have Mr. Petroff in your office 
the next morning ? 

Mr. Lawton. That is right. 

Mr. Maerz. Then is it not true that Mr. Strobel decided to have 
Mr. Petroff assigned the contract ? 
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Mr. Lawton. I can’t say that he decided that. Mr. Petroff decided 
the contract. He arranged a meeting between Mr. Petroff and myself 
where the contract was ‘subsequently negotiated. 

Mr. Materz. And you subsequently negotiated the contract ? 

Mr. Lawton. I did. 

Mr. Keating. Does counsel construe that memorandum as saying 
that he instructed him to get this particular architect? I wish you 
would read again that place where it said “instructed” because I 
listened very carefully to that. 

Mr. Scorr. In addition, bearing in mind that Mr. Lawton has spe- 
cifically stated he was not so instructed. 

Mr. Maerz (reading) : 


Mr. Strobel instructed me to return to New York City that night prepared 
to negotiate a contract with an architect and a construction firm. He advised 
L. L. Hunter, D. and C., to give me samples of approved negotiated contracts to 
use as guides and to assist me in any way necessary. He indicated 


you are referring to Mr. Strobel— 


He indicated he would call Serge Petroff in and James King & Son, a con- 
struction firm, to meet me in New York City August 27. He also advised that the 
architect was to be instructed to start work immediately so that the weekend 
could be available to make one-half-inch-scale layout drawings for estimating 
purposes. 

Mr. Keating. “The architect,” whoever he might be. 

Mr. Maerz. That is right. 

Now, Mr. Lawton, did you actually consider any other firm apart 
from Serge Petroff? 

Mr. Lawton. No, sir, I did not. 

Mr. Marerz. And why was that? 

Mr. Lawton. Because of the time limitation, primarily. I talked 
over the job with Mr. Petroff, and was satisfied that he could under- 
take the work and perform it in the time requirements that I speci- 
fied. His price was satisfactory to me. 

The CuHatrman. That statement of Mr. Lawton will be received 
in the record. 

(The memorandum referred to is as follows :) 


August 13: I. & N. submits their plans for alterations at 70 Col. Ave. 

: Advised C. O. that work could not be completed prior to May and 
that with limitation by I. & N. that approximately $400,000 would be available 
if the move is accomplished prior to December 1, reduced by $3,000 per day for 
each day thereafter. 

August 18-25: Estimate submitted to I. & N. for $448,742. I. & N. advised this 
too high. Changes were made in plans resulting in estimate of $422,432. This, 
too, was too high for I. & N. and they requested changes to reduce estimate to 
$125,000. This proved to be impossible and the lowest estimate reached was 
$133,673. It was pointed out to I. & N. that they would not be satisfied with the 
work reflected by this estimate and that GSA was not desirous of undertaking 
the work within this limitation. When this information was forwarded to the 
Washington office of I. & N., a meeting was set up with Washington office of GSA 
and I was requested to be present with estimates and all pertinent information 
on August 26. 

August 26: Meeting at Washington, D. C., with Mr. Loughran and Mr. Ford of 
I. & N., and Mr. Strobel, Mr. Nagle, and myself of GSA. Decided to undertake 
the necessary alterations to promote detention quarters at 70 Col. Ave. The 
entire 10, 11, 12th floors would be required to provide required space for their 
quarters. The roof would also be required for a recreational area. It was 
agreed that I. & N. would reimburse GSA for alteration expenses up to about 
$360,000, the exact amount to be determined after more details had been worked 
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out at regional level. I. & N. declined to agree to reimburse GSA for rent for 
the 6th floor which was given up by AEC and reassigned to I. & N., but agreed 
to discuss the matter with higher officials of I. & N. 

Mr. Strobel instructed me to return to New York City that night prepared to 
negotiate a contract with an architect and a construction firm. He directed 
L. L. Hunter, D. and C., to give me samples of approved negotiated contracts to 
use as guides and to assist me in any way necessary. He indicated he would 
call Serge Petroff in and James King & Son, a construction firm, to meet me in 
New York City August 27. He also advised that the architect was to be in- 
structed to start work immediately so that the weekend could be available to 
make one-eighth-inch-scale layout drawings for estimating purposes. 

I. & N. representatives reiterated that the alteration work must be completed 
in time to permit evacuation of Ellis Island before December 1. 

August 27: Discussed alterations with Serge Petroff, architect, and Joe Berger, 
representing James King & Son, construction contractors. Mr. Petroff agreed to 
start work immediately and provide preliminary plans to James King & Son for 
construction estimates. 

September 1: The PBS estimate was reviewed and changed to meet require- 
ments of I. & N. as expressed at the August 26 meeting in Washington, which 
resulted in a final estimate of $322,103. This estimate and a description of the 
work to be performed was agreed to and signed by Lawton for GSA, and Walls, 
of I. & N., while the agreement letter and the job order in the amount of $322,- 
103 was signed by Sol Marks, acting district director, I. & N. 

The commission of I. & N. in a letter to the Administrator of GSA authorized 
the necessary alteration at 70 Col. Avenue to provide detention quarters and 
agreed to reimburse GSA for the cost, including necessary alterations on the 
lower floors. However, he declined to reimburse GSA for the increased floor 
space or for the additional utility changes. 

September 7: Preliminary architectural plans of 10, 11, and 12 floors and the 
roof, door schedule, miscellaneous details and specifications, were received from 
the architect and made available to James King & Son for use in preparing 
estimates. 

September 10: I. & N. furnished list of plumbing fixtures they proposed to 
furnish from Ellis Island. The required information on kitchen equipment 
was not made available. 

The preliminary architectural drawings were reviewed with I. & N. and the 
necessary changes agreed upon. 

September 13: Park Agency, Inc., acting for the owners of the building, ad- 
vised that they were opposed to using the building for detention quarters, as 
they regarded it as unauthorized use of the premises. 

Reviewed contractor’s estimate. The general construction estimate was ‘in line 
with GSA preliminary estimate, but the mechanical estimate was much higher. 
To bring the cost within the agreed figure, it was necessary to curtail much of 
the mechanical work. This brought the final estimate to $314,458. 

September 14: Telephone instructions were received from Mr. Strobel to hold 
up any further construction work, but to continue the design work. 

September 16: Received final architectural plans for 10, 11, and 12 floors and 
roof. 

September 21: Determined the amount of the lump sum to be paid the archi- 
tect for architectural and engineering services. 

September 24: Telephone instructions were received from Mr. Strauser, speak- 
ing for Mr. Strobel, stopping all work on the project. 

The architect and construction contractor were so advised by telephone. 

September 27: An approved draft contract for architectural services was 
received from Mr. Strobel. Telephone instructions were to cancel the contract 
immediately after execution. 


The Cuatrman. I want to ask Mr. Strobel a question. 

Did you feel that you should have disqualified yourself in this 
transaction ? 

Mr. Srrosex. I beg your pardon? 

The Cuatrman. Did you feel that you should have or should not 
have disqualified yourself in connection with Serge Petroff? 

Mr. Srroset. I had only one thing in mind, and that was for the 
Government to get this particular project on the road as fast as pos- 
sible, and knowing that the project was not necessarily an attractive 
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proposition for any architect, I don’t think it entered my thought that 
there might be any conflict whatsoever. It was a matter of getting a 
job done, and that is how I made my reputation, that I can get 
work done. 

The Cuarrman. You felt there was no conflict, despite the fact that 
you had had relations with Serge Petroff and your firm had been 
working with him as indicated by the testimony ? 

Mr. Srroset. I felt there was no conflict, and I will restate that 
there was only one thing in my mind, having gone through the whole 
preees of getting this project in line, getting it done in time. It 

came so urgent that, as it is mentioned, it was even a matter of 
getting somebody that would be willing to work that very same 
weekend. 

The CHarrMan. Go ahead, Mr. Maletz. 

Mr. Scorr. Could I ask a question here? 

The CuHairman. Mr. Scott. 

Mr. Scorr. Mr. Strobel, did you receive any profits whatsoever 
from the Petroff transaction ? 

Mr. Srrose. No. 

Mr. Scorr. Did your firm, Strobel & Salzman, receive any profits 
whatsoever from that? 

Mr. Strosen. They had absolutely nothing to do with it. 

Mr. Scorr. And referring to section 281 of the law, as a Federal 
employee, let me ask you the question directly: Did you directly or 
indirectly receive any compensation for services rendered in any 
matter in which the Government had an interest? 

Mr. Srroseu. In connection with this project? 

Mr. Scorr. In connection with the Petroff project. 

Mr. Srroset. None whatsoever. 

Mr. Scorr. That is all I had. 

Mr. Materz. Now, Mr. Lawton, how many projects have been as- 
signed to private architects in New York City since July 1, 1954? 

Mr. Lawton. Two. 

Mr. Materz. And was the Columbus Avenue project, in which 
Mr. Petroff engaged, the first ? 

Mr. Lawton. That is right. 

Mr. Maerz. Did Mr. Strobel inform you at any time that Petroff 
was a client of Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Lawron. No. 

Mr. Maerz. Would you say in effect that Mr. Strobel recommended 
Serge Petroff to you as a capable architect ? 

Mr. Lawton. He recommended Petroff to me as a capable architect. 

Mr. Materz. Did he recommend anybody else for your considera- 
tion ¢ 

Mr. Lawton. No. 

Mr. Materz. In other words, I take it this occurred on August 26, 
this meeting ? 

Mr. Lawton. That is right. 

Mr. Materz. And Mr. Strobel then indicated to you or recom- 
mended Serge Petroff to you ? 

Mr. Lawton. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. And did Mr. Strobel indicate to you that he would 
call Mr. Petroff and ask Mr. Petroff to be in your office the next 
morning ¢ 
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Mr. Lawton. Mr. Strobel told me that he would arrange to have 
Mr. Petroff in my office the following morning. 

Mr. Materz. Did Mr. Strobel call Mr. Petroff in your presence 

Mr. Lawton. No, he did not. 

Mr. Matrrz. I see. 

Now, is it normal procedure for the Public Buildings Service to 
consider only one architect for a project? 

Mr. Lawron. No, it is not normal procedure, but this job was not a 
normal procedure, either. 

Mr. Maerz. This was the very first job, was it not, that the Public 
Buildings Service had to give to a private architect ? 

Mr. Lawton. It was the very first job I had had with a private 
architect since I was in that position. 

Mr. Maerz. And how long had you been in that position? 

Mr. Lawron. Since 1950. 

Mr. Materz. In other words, you had been in that position for 4 
years prior to August 26, 1954? 

Mr. Lawton. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. Now, did Mr. Strobel indicate to you that he would 
call the James King & Son Construction Co. and have a representative 
from that company in your office the next morning ? 

Mr. Lawton. We discussed the construction project on this work, 
which would have to go along with the design work. They would 
have to work together. And I suggested to Mr. Strobel that James 
King & Son would be a good firm for that. They were interested in 
the job. 

Mr. Maerz. And what did Mr. Strobel say ? 

Mr. Lawton. He agreed with me. 

Mr. Scorr. So the suggestion came from you, then, with regard to 
King? 

Mr. Lawton. I believe it did, sir. 

Mr. Scorr. And you had asked for the suggestion with regard to 
Petroff ? 

Mr. Lawton. Yes. I was not acquainted with any architects in 
New York. 

Mr. Scorr. Therefore, did you receive the suggestion of Petroff 
as in any way an order to you which would preclude the use of your 
judgment if you decided that you did not approve of Mr. Petroff or 
did not feel that he met the qualifications required ? 

Mr. Lawron. No. I did not construe it as an order to me. I dis- 
cussed the work with Mr. Petroff and reviewed some of the work that 
he had done and found that in my opinion he was satisfactory to 
consider for this particular project. 

Mr. Scorr. And some of this work had to be done over a weekend, 
T believe you said ¢ 

Mr. Lawton. That is right. Time was an important factor in this 
job and influenced my decision. 

Mr: Marerz. Mr. Lawton, Mr. Strobel is your boss, is he not ? 

Mr. Lawton. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. And I take it a recommendation from Mr. Strobel 
would have considerable weight with you? 

Mr. Lawton. I knew that Mr. Strobel was well acquainted with af- 
fairs in New York City. Mr. Strobel is a technical boss to me. I 
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am under the administrative supervision of the regional director in 
New York. 

Mr. Maerz. Would it have been possible for the Public Buildingé 
Service architects themselves to have drawn the plans and specifica- 
tions for 70 Columbus Avenue? 

Mr. Lawton. It would have been possible, except that I had not the 
manpower available in my office at that time, and there was no way 
possible to put my men on the job and complete it within the specified 
time interval. 

Mr. Materz. Now, you say that you gave out 2 jobs in New York 
City to architects in the 5 years that you have been with the Service 
in New York City. What was the second job? 

Mr. Lawton. The second job was for alterations at 201 Varick 
Street in New York City, and the job was awarded to Chapman, 
Evans & Delehanty. 

Mr. Maerz. Did Mr. Strobel participate in the award of the con- 
tract to Chapman, Evans & Delehanty ? 

Mr. Lawton. No. 

Mr. Maerz. Were you familiar with the fact that Chapman, Evans 
& Delehanty was a client of Strobel & Salzman ¢ 

Mr. Lawron. Not at that time, not until this morning. 

Mr. Maerz. Not until this morning. 

What procedure, what steps did you take to retain Chapman, Evans 
& Delehanty ¢ 

Mr. Lawton. When that project came up, I had the Assistant Di- 
vision Chief of my Construction and Repair Division prepare a list 
of five architectural firms for my consideration. 

Mr. Maxerz. Do you recall who those architectural firms were? 

Mr. Lawton. Yes. There was Lorimer & Rich; York & Sawyer; 
Koeppel & Koeppel ; Chapman, Evans & Delehanty ; and Serge Petroff. 

Mr. Maerz. You were not familiar, I take it, with the fact that 2 
of these 5 were clients of Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Lawton. Not at that time: no. 

Mr. Marerz. Were you familiar with the fact that the third archi- 
tectural firm, York & Sawyer, was a firm with which Strobel & Salz- 
man had been negotiating for business? 

Mr. Lawton. No, I was not familiar with that. 

Mr. Maerz. You were not. Now, did Chapman, Evans & Dele- 
hanty submit the lowest proposal ? 

Mr. Lawton. No; they did not. I interviewed each of the firms 
individually, explained the work to them, and asked them for a price. 
I asked for a lump-sum price. Later in discussions with my central 
office here in Washington, they questioned my procedure there, in that 
I was tending toward competition between architectural firms in the 
way I had handled that job. They said that I should acquaint myself 
with several firms, determine which one was best qualified to do that 
particular job, and discuss with that firm the project and a price. 

At that point, I discussed the results we had had with the five firms 
with the Division Chief of my C. and R. Division, and with the 
regional director. We felt that Serge Petroff, having done a job for 
us at 70 Columbus Avenue, should not further be considered, and lim- 
ited it to the remaining firms. We then picked Chapman, Evans & 
Delehanty, and had him come in and discussed with him a price for 











54 CONFLICT OF INTEREST 


the work. He agreed to a price which we felt was reasonable for the 
job, and the contract was awarded to him. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Lawton, I show you a document purporting 
to be an architect’s bid summary for 201 Varick Street, and ask you 
to tell us whether or not your office prepared that bid summary. 

Mr. Lawron. Yes; I prepared that. 

Mr. Maerz. On the basis of that summary, would you not say 
that actually Chapman, Evans & Delehanty was the high bidder? 

Mr. Lawton. I glanced over that hurriedly. 

Mr. Materz. Do you want to see it again ? 

Mr. Lawton. I will say that they insisted upon submitting a per- 
centage price on the estimated cost of construction. 

Mr. Fine. I am sorry. There was an interruption by counsel at 
the time, and I did not get the first part of your answer. 

Mr. Lawton. Chapman, Evans & Delehanty submitted a_per- 
centage fee based on the estimated construction cost. In my discus- 
sions with the firms, I had asked for a lump-sum price, not a per- 
centage figure. 

Mr. Maerz. On the basis of 

The CuatrMan. Suppose you read those figures. 

Mr. Lawron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. May I interject this question. On the basis of the 
figures that you have before you, percentage figures, is it or is it not 
correct that Chapman, Evans & Delehanty had submitted the high 
bid? 

Mr. Lawton. That is difficult to answer yes or no, sir, for this 
reason. They submitted a fee of 6 percent of the construction cost. 

Mr. Marerz. The architect’s estimated construction cost ? 

Mr. Lawton. That is right. ‘ 

Mr. Maerz. And what about the other one? Will you read that? 

Mr. Lawton. York & Sawyer submitted 7.6 percent. 

Mr. Maerz. Of the architect’s estimated construction cost ? 

Mr. Srroset. Mr. Chairman, I do not think that question is quite 
clear. I think we should have a clarification of what figure, on what 
basis the 6 percent is taken. 

Mr. Maerz. May I suggest that Mr. Lawton explain the archi- 
tects’ bid summary and indicate whether or not Chapman, Evans & 
Delehanty was or was not the high bidder on the basis of architect’s 
estimated cost. 

Mr. Five. Or any basis. 

Mr. Materz. Or any basis. 

Mr. Lawron. Petroff submitted a fee which, on a percentage basis, 
was 5.74 percent of my estimate and 5.3 percent of his own estimate. 
Lorimer & Rich submitted a fee of 6.46 percent of my estimate and 
5.46 percent on their estimate. York & Sawyer submitted 7.61 per- 
cent of my estimate and 5.9 percent on their estimate. Delehanty 
submitted 6 percent of construction cost. 

Mr. Maerz. And what would that be? Of their estimated con- 
struction cost ? 

Mr. Lawton. Yes. 

Mr. Maerz. Therefore 








Mr. Scorr. Their construction cost or actual ? 
Mr. Lawron. I said, “Yes.” That is kind of hard to say. Their 
statement was 6 percent of construction cost, without amplifying 
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whether that was based on my estimate or on some estimate that they 
would make. 

Mr. Maerz. They did not make it clear in their proposal ? 

Mr. Lawton. They did not make it clear. 

Mr. Maerz. Why, then, was Chapman, Evans & Delehanty selected 
when their proposal was confusing and under one interpretation their 
proposal was the highest of the five? 

Mr. Lawton. Well, the selection of 1 of those 3 was—it is kind of 
difficult to explain. There was no real reason for selecting anyone. 
We just picked 1 of those 3. I cannot explain it any more in detail 
than that. 

Mr. Materz. Did you keep Mr. Strobel advised as to the progress of 
these negotiations? 

Mr. Lawton. I kept Mr. Strobel advised on this job. It is a big 
job, running about $1 million. He was advised in a routine manner 
that I was consulting with these firms in an effort to get a contract for 
the design work. 

Mr. Maerz. Well, you must have used some basis of selection. I 
believe Mr. Strobel indicated it was the procedure to have a rating 
board to rate the qualifications, and so forth, of various architects. 
Wasn’t there some rationale as to why you selected Chapman, Evans & 
Delehanty ? 

Mr. Lawron. Lorimer & Rich, York & Sawyer, and Delehanty are 
equal as far as qualifications are concerned. 

Mr. Maerz. I take it they are all excellent architectural firms ? 

Mr. Lawton. They are all excellent architects. 

Mr. Maerz. What was your basis? 

Mr. Lawton. It was just an eeny, meeny, miney, mo basis. 

Mr. Keating. Did Mr. Strobel in any way indicate to you, in words 
or substance or in any manner, that he would like to have this contract 
awarded to this Evans, Delehanty firm? 

Mr. Lawton. No. I had no communications with Mr. Strobel con- 
cerning any one of these firms or any discussions with him concerning 
any one of these firms. 

Mr. Keating. And so far as 

Mr. Srroset. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say this, that Mr. Law- 
ton inferred that he kept me advised in a routine way. But as far as 
the selection of architects for this weer I want to say that I did 
not know about the selection until 3, 4, or 5 weeks after it had been 
made, and I had absolutely nothing to do with it. 

Mr. Keating. Did you know even what architects were being con- 
sidered ? 

Mr. Strope. I did not know. 

Mr. Scorr. Mr. Lawton, there is another thing which stands out 
here, the conversation about Mr. Petroff in another connection with 
another matter. Now, Mr. Petroff was one of the bidders in this job; 
was he not? 

Mr. Lawton. That is right. 

Mr. Scorr. And did you receive any instructions or suggestions from 
Mr. Strobel pertaining to Mr. Petroff ? 

Mr. Lawron. Iam sorry. I did not hear the first part. 

Mr. Scorr. Did you receive any instruction or suggestion from Mr. 
Strobel pertaining to Mr. Petroff on this job? 

Mr. Lawron. No, sir; I did not. 
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The CuartrMan. But you did 

Mr. Scort. I have just one last question, and then I am through, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The Cuatrrman. Yes. 

Mr. Scorr. And then Mr. Petroff did not get the award ? 

Mr. Lawton. He did not get the award. : 

Mr. Keating. And you eliminated him from consideration ? 

The CHairman. Because he had 

Mr. Lawton. Because he had done a job for us recently. 

The Cuamrman. Because he had received the Columbus Avenue job? 

Mr. Lawton. That is right. 

Mr. Keating. In other words, you felt in your own thinking on it 
that he had had a Government contract for a job, and that for that 
reason someone else should be considered here, even though his work 
was satisfactory ? 

Mr. Lawton. That is correct. Of all these firms, they are all about 
equal in qualifications and capabilities, and I saw no reason to give 
Petroff another job when the firms were equal with him. 

Mr. Frne. Are you now telling us that it was just a coincidence 
that the Chapman firm was picked from the other three? 

Mr. Lawton. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. “Eeny, meeny, miney, mo,” he said. 

Mr. Fine. Let the witness say. 

Mr. Lawton. They were all equal. There was no way of weeding 
out any two of those by saying they were less capable of doing the job 
than the remaining ones. 

Mr. Roprno. Had they received any contracts before that ? 

Mr. Lawron. They had had no contract before with us. 

The Cuarman. That is all, Mr. Lawton. You are excused. 

Mr. Materz. I offer in evidence, Mr. Chairman, the architects’ bid 
summary prepared by the New York office of the Public Building 
Service. 

The Cratrman. Yes. That is received in evidence. 

(The bid summary referred to is as follows:) 








Architects’ bid summary 





Region 2 Arehitect’s | Architect’s Architect’s | Architect’s 








Architect estimate fee, percent ! estimate fee fee, percent ? 
-———— sane liamatees age 

Petroff ~ronccsencene| $696, 500 5.74 $751, 000 $40, 000 5. 33 

Lorimer & Rich- Fn wainlelte 696, 500 | 6. 46 824, 000 45, 000 5. 46 

pe 8 gO ae ee 696, 500 | 7.61 | 900, GOO | 53, 000 9 

RS ich. ccidanincdstnaueed a) eee 1) wihiied ind cheat tlaece ee Sime 


1 Architect’s fee divided by region 2 estimate. 
2 Architect’s fee divided by architect’s estimate. 
36 percent of construction cost. 


Based on the architectural fee limitation of 6 percent of the estimated construction cost, as specified in 
Public Law 152, the maximum architectural fee permissible for these alterations is $41,790. 


Mr. Fine. I assumed that Mr. Scott was going to ask the same ques- 
tion about this one. 

Mr. Scorr. Yes. I was awaiting the opportunity. 

The Camman. Yes. Go ahead. 

Mr. Scorr. I was going to ask Mr. Strobel the same two questions. 

Did you have any interest in the profits, direct or indirect, of the 
Delehanty firm in this job? 
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Mr. StropeL. None whatsoever. 

Mr. Scorr. And did you directly or indirectly, either individually 
or as a member of the firm of Strobel & Salzman, receive any com- 
pensation for services rendered in this matter ? 

Mr. Srrozet. None whatsoever. 

Mr. Scorr. That is all. 

The CHarrman. I agree with the result that the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania wants to bring about, namely, that there may not be any 
violation of the conflict-of-interest statute because you did not ie 
directly or indirectly, moneywise. But there is a question of delicacy 
here, to say the least, and that is what I want to understand, as to 
whether or not you should not have disqualified yourself in connection 
with the Petroff assignment. I think that is very important and very 
pertinent to these proceedings. 

Mr. Scorr. It was my thought, Mr. Chairman, that any witnesses 
brought up here ought not to leave the stand with these implications 
unresolved. In other words, if there is no violation of certain statutes, 
it was my intention to bring that out clearly, without knowing, of 
course, the answer in advance, in order to see that the witness has the 
benefit of a thoroughly fair exploration of these matters. 

I am sure we all have that in mind. 

The CHarrman. I think we all have that in mind. It was very good 
of you to have asked that question. 

Mr. Fine. The chairman also remembers the difficulty we had in 
New York trying to get the Commissioner of Immigration not to go 
to 70 Columbus Avenue, and the chairman must remember that he 
was one of the instigators of that fight to keep Ellis Island alive. 
And he also must remember that if General Swing cooperated with us, 
with the General Services Administration, as he did with the dele- 
gation from New York, that Mr. Strobel was really put on a spot. 

The CHarrman. I do not agree with that characterization. I do 
agree with what the gentleman said in the forepart of his statement 
about Columbus Avenue. As.a matter of fact, Columbus Avenue was 
finally discarded, was it not, as far as these offices were concerned ? 

Mr. Stropei. The project was abandoned and accommodations were 
provided somewhere else. 

Mr. Matetz. Was a settlement reached with Petroff for the services 
performed ? 

Mr. Srropev. As far as I know, it was, yes. 

The CHarrman. How much was it? 

Mr. Srrosen. F don’t know that figure. Mr. Lawton can answer 
that question. 

The CHatrman. I think it was $9,000 that he received for his work. 

Mr. Maretz. Now, Mr. Strobel, I think you have indicated that you 
offered the job of director of the design and construction division to 
Mr. Petroff. 

Mr. Stroset. That is right. 

Mr. Materz. That would be in 1954? 

Mr. Stroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. Did you also offer the job to Mr. Henry Otis Chap- 
man ¢ 

Mr. Srrosen. I did. 

Mr. Matetz. And he was the senior partner of Chapman, Evans & 
Delehanty ? 
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Mr. Strosev. Right. 


Mr. Matetz. I ask you to examine a document dated May 9, 1955,. 


and tell us whether that is a copy of the letter you wrote to Mr. Chap- 
man. 

Mr. Srrosex. That is. 

Mr. Materz. Is that an accurate copy of a letter which you ad- 
dressed to Mr. Chapman ? 

Mr. Srrosez. I believe so. 


Mr. Maerz. Now, may I read this letter. It is a personal letter to- 


Mr. Chapman: 


DeEaR Mr. CHAPMAN: As per our telephone conversation today, I am sending 
you herewith a brief outline of the position of Director, Design and Construc- 
tion Division, Public Buildings Service, General Services Administration. 

I wish you would give this proposition your most serious consideration. We 
seem to be at the start of a minor public buildings program through the use of 
the new purchase-contract law. The position will, therefore, be one of great 
importance to the Government. I can say that the importance is in reverse to 
the size of the salary. 

I hope to hear favorably from you very soon. 

Very truly yours, 
PETER A. STROBEL, 
Commissioner of Public Buildings. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you offer this job to anybody else? 

Mr. Srrover. Yes; I did. 

Mr. Maerz. And to whom else did you offer this job? 

Mr. Srrosev. I offered the job to Mr. Reinhard. He is a very fa- 
mous architect in New York City, of the firm of Reinhard, Hof- 
meister & Walquist. 

Mr. Maerz. Is that firm a client of Strobel & Salzman? 

Mr. Srroset. They have been; yes, sir. 

Mr. Materz. Is there anybody else to whom you offered the job? 

Mr. Srroset. I offered the position to Mr. Otto Tegen, who for the 
last 5 years has occupied the position of university architect in New 
York State. 

Mr. Maerz. Strobel & Salzman has no relationship with him ? 

Mr. Stroset. Not with him. They have all declined, however. 

The Carman. The committee will now adjourn until—— 

Mr. Kearine. Mr. Chairman, just before we adjourn, I know the 
chairman wants to adjourn over to Friday, but I think perhaps if 
Mr. Strobel has anything further to add to matters about which he 
testified this morning we should give him the opportunity at this time 
to do so. Perhaps it was completely covered by his statement orig- 
inally. 

Mr. Strozet, No. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. If at any time, Mr. Strobel, you feel that you want 
to break in and make an explanation, you have a perfect right to do so. 

The committee will now adjourn until Friday morning at 10 o’clock. 

You will return, Mr. Strobel. 

(Whereupon, at 1:05 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 

vene at 10 a. m. Friday, October 28, 1955.) 
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FRIDAY, OCTOBER 28, 1955 


Hovussn or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ANTITRUST SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE J UDICIARY, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:20 a. m., 
in room 346, Old House Office Building, Hon. Emanuel Celler presid- 
ing. 

, Representatives Celler (chairman), Rodino, Fine, and 
Keating. 

Also present: Herbert N. Maletz, chief counsel, and Kenneth R. 
Harkins, cocounsel of the subcommittee. 

The CuatrmMan. The committee will please come to order. 

Mr. Strobel, will you take the stand again ? 

Mr. Ross. Mr. Chairman, there were a couple of items in the record 
which Mr. Strobel having read the record thought he might perhaps 
make more clear to the committee. Might he do that at the outset / 

The Cuarrman. After I make a preliminary statement, yes. 

I indicated at the last hearing that in this case there is a question 
of delicacy to say the least, and I said that that was an understatement. 
Let me make it clear that what I was referring to was the propriety 
of Mr. Strobel’s official conduct in recommending to a subordinate 
that he award a governmental architectural contract to a very active 
client of his firm; namely, Serge Petroff. That may not be a viola- 
tion of law, but it scarcely seems in keeping with the ethical standards 
demanded of Government officials, and I might add there appears to 
be a conflict of interest in fact if not in law. Furthermore, lest there 
be any misunderstanding, I do wish to point out, Mr. Strobel, that 
your activities in prosecuting a claim before the Corps of Engineers 
on behalf of the firm of Strobel & Salzman on May of 1955 may be 
more than a question of delicacy and conceivably may involve a 
possible violation of the Criminal Code, section 283 of title 18 of the 
United States Code which reads as follows: 

Whoever being an officer or employee of the United States or any department 
or agency thereof or of the Senate or House of Representatives acts as an agent 
or attorney for prosecuting any claim against the United States or aids or 
assists in the prosecution or support of any such claim otherwise than in the 
proper discharge of his official duties or receives any gratuity or any share of 
or interest in such claim in consideration of assistance in the prosecution of 
such claim shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than 
1 year or both. 

That statute refers to any claim, howsoever it may have arisen. 

Now, you may have acted in utmost good faith, Mr. Strobel. I don’t 
express any opinion on that. 
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This is not a case where you were prosecuting a claim solely for 
yourself. If that were the situation, I would not think there would 

‘a any violation of statute involved. The fact is, however, that you 
were prosecuting a claim on behalf of the partnership of Strobel & 
Salzman and on behalf of Mr. Salzman as well as on your own behalf. 

Now we have a number of questions this morning for you concern- 
ing many matters which were not covered on Wednesday, but before 
going into that, Mr. Robb, if you want to make some corrections in the 
record, we will be very glad to have you do so. 

Mr. Ross. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Strobel thought perhaps the record was not entirely clear on 
one point and on another point, Mr. Chairman, where Mr. Strobel 
said to the best of his knowledge the list shown him of present clients 
of the firm was correct. 

The Cuamman. Let Mr. Strobel then make the correction. 

Mr. Ross. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. What page are you referring to in the record ? 


TESTIMONY OF PETER A. STROBEL, COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC 
BUILDINGS SERVICE; ACCOMPANIED BY ROGER ROBB, COUNSEL— 
Resumed 


Mr. Srrosex. I’m referring to page 13. 

The Cuatrman. Go ahead. 

Mr. Srroseu. There Mr. Maletz brings out the point that the present 
clients of the firm amount to 32. I want to make a correction on that. 
Instead of 82, it is only 17. 

roe Matetz. That is 17 active clients at the present time; is that 
right ? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 

Mr. Maretz. What about a case where you have a client under con- 
tract to do a job, but the job has not been started? Would that be 
in addition to the 17? 

Mr. Srroset. I don’t think so. The list of 32 was taken out from 
the list made up by the office of Strobel & Salzman. As far as I 
know that includes also clients that were clients before July 1, 1954. 
In other words they were carried over. 

Mr. Maerz. That is correct. I asked Mr. Schwarz to prepare 
a list of all clients of the Strobel & Salzman firm from May 1, 1953, 
to the present date. Is the list which is now in the record an accurate 
one on that basis ? 

Mr. Srroset. I can’t answer to that because I didn’t make the list, 
and I hadn’t examined that in detail. 

Mr. Materz. Mr. Schwarz will testify to that at a subsequent time. 

Mr. Ross. We have this list that Mr. Strobel referred to. Would 
the chairman like to have that for the record ? 

Mr. Finn. He wants to offer the list that he has now compiled. 

The Cuarrman. That will be accepted. 

(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


OcToser 27, 1955. 
The clients Strobel & Salzman are now doing work for are as follows: 
Contractors: John W. Ryan Construction Co. 
Architects : Eggers & Higgins, Maurice R. Salo, Fellheimer & Wagner, Brown & 
Guenther, Lathrop Douglass, Ferrenz & Taylor, Chapman, Evans & Delehanty, 





CONFLICT OF INTEREST 61 


Fordyce & Hamby, Irwin S. Chanin, Serge P. Petroff, William Fuhrer, Kelly & 
iruzen. 
. Bngineers: F. L. Smidth & Co. (also doing work for them as owners), John 
Norvig. 

Owners: Jacob Loewenstein, Alfons Bach. 

The Cxatrman. Do you want that at the point you indicated or now 
in the record ? 

Mr. Ross. It doesn’t make any difference to us whichever way the 
Chair prefers. 

The Cuarrman. It will be put in at this point. 

Mr. Srrozex. There is one other point, that even though the testi- 
mony as it was given the other day is technically correct, the impres- 
sion that has been made by the press is completely erroneous. 

The CHairnman. We can’t inl any responsibility for any impres- 
sions gathered by the press. That works both ways. 

Mr. Srrosen. Let me withdraw that reference. 

The Cuatrman. I could very well say that some of my statements 
have been misinterpreted. I think the press does a very fine job. 
These are very fine fellows around the table, and they do the best they 
can. They may not agree with me or with you. Impressions are not 
matters of record here and we cannot change whatever the impressions 
may have been in the minds of the reporters. 

Mr. Srroset. Mr, Chairman, let me make my remarks to say that 
I would like to add to the statement clarifications as to the full per- 


centage participation of the partners of Strobel & Salzman in the 
firm’s net profit. I have no quarrel with the press, and I certainly 
don’t want to get into any such argument. However, the 90 percent 


was mentioned. The factsarethese. In 1953 the percentage distribu- 
tion between Mr. Salzman and myself was 24 percent to Mr. Salzman, 
76 percent to me. In 1954, which is after I came down here the dis- 
tribution was 40 percent to Mr. Salzman and 60 percent to me. 

The CuarrMan. Were the terms of the agreement changed ? 

Mr. Srroset. No, that has nothing to do with the change of the 
agreement. 

The CHarrmMan. That was the net result of all the transactions? 

Mr. Srroper. That was the net result. In other words, instead of 
saying I have a 90 percent interest in the business, it must be explained 
this way, that my interest varies from actual losses out of my pocket 
in case the business shouldn’t make any money—— 

The CHatrman. I think you did say that Mr. Salzman when he 
brought in business, that increased his percentage of the intake. 

Mr. Srrospet. Under any normal conditions, the percentage of Mr. 
Salzman could not be much less than 20 percent. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Strobel, is it not trae that on January 3, 1955, you 
entered into a new partnership arrangement with Mr. Salzman ? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. There was a change. 

Mr. Materz. Is it not correct that under the terms of that arrange- 
ment you owned all the assets of Strobel & Salzman / 

Mr. Srropex. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. Is it also not true that under the terms of the arrange- 
ment Mr. Strobel and Mr. Salzman are each entitled to a drawing 
account of $12,000 yearly ? 

Mr. Srropen. I don’t think so. I think it is $15,000. 

Mr. Maerz. $15,000 a year. 
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Is it also not true that under the arrangement, the amount of money 
remaining after deducting from the profits the drawing accounts, 
is to be distributed 90 percent to Mr. Strobel and 10 percent to Mr. 
Salzman ? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 

Mr. Five. Mr. Chairman, before you ask any further questions I 
want to clarify something you have just stated in your opening re- 
marks. I would like very much to have you, Mr. Robb, if you will, 
provide this committee with your contentions as to this alleged viola- 
tion of section 283 of title 18 of the United States Code, insofar as 
it relates to that claim which was prosecuted before the Corps of 
Engineers. I am not too sure I agree with the chairman there was a 
violation of the section. 

The Cratrman. I said there may be. 

Mr. Fine. Yes, you said there may be. 

Mr. Keattne. The chairman said it was not in his opinion—— 

The CuairmMan. This was a matter before the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Ross. I should be glad to do that. I haven’t given it much 
study up to now. If the statutes were construed to prohibit what 
Mr. Strobel did, I take it it would mean that if a partner in a firm 
had a claim for back income taxes or for an income-tax refund and 
he then took a Government job, he could not make a claim for that 
income tax refund after he came to Washington, which I think would 
be a rather peculiar result. I think the statute has been construed, 
sir, to mean that a person may not prosecute a claim as an agent or 
attorney for some other individual or entity not for himself. In this 
case this claim was Mr. Strobel’s own claim, his partnership claim. 

The Cuarrman. I think your interpretation may be sound, but many 
minds may differ on that. Let’s not get into legal arguments. We 
would be very glad to get your version of this, Mr. Robb. I think it 
might be very enligtening to the committee. We will be glad to have 


(The following letter was received from Mr. Robb :) 
WASHINGTON, D. C., November 9, 1955. 


Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, House Committee on the Judiciary, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CELLER: Pursuant to the request of the Antitrust Subcommittee of 
the Committee on the Judiciary, I submit herewith my opinion with respect to 
the possible application of section 283 of title 18 United States Code Annotated 
to the case of Hon. Peter A. Strobel. 

Section 283 of title 18, United States Code Annotated provides as follows: 

“Whoever, being an officer or employee of the United States or any department 
or agency thereof, or of the Senate or House of Representatives, acts as an agent 
or attorney for prosecuting any claim against the United States, or aids or assists 
in the prosecution or support of any such claim otherwise than in the proper dis- 
charge of his official duties, or receives any gratuity, or any share of or interest 
in any such claim in consideration of assistance in the prosecution of such claim, 
shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than one year, or 
both.” 

After his employment by the Government, Mr. Strobel presented to the Corps 
of Engineers, on behalf of the partnership of Strobel & Salzman, a claim arising 
from the performance of a contract between the firm and the Corps of Engineers. 
This contract had been completely performed before Mr. Strobel took office. 
Nevertheless, it has been suggested that the presentation of this claim by Mr. 
Strobel violated section 283 of title 18, United States Code Annotated. I do not 
agree. 
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It must be conceded that if the claim had been made on behalf of Mr. Strobel 
alone his action in presenting it would have been entirely legal. Thus, it has 
been held that there is in the statutes no general provision forbidding an officer 
of the executive branch of the Government to contract directly with the Govern- 
ment as a principal, in matters separate from his office and in no way connected 
with his official duties (14 Op. Atty. Gen. 483). This is also the opinion of the 
Acting Comptroller General of the United States who on September 27, 1955, ad- 
vised you (tr. 614, 615): 

“There are, of course, a number of prohibitory statutes dealing with Govern- 
ment officials and Government contracts which are designed to prevent influence 
peddling and conflicts between the self-interest of the employee and the interests 
of the Government. Section 99, title 5, of the United States Code prohibits em- 
ployees of the Government from acting as agents for or aiding in the prosecution 
of claims against the Government. Sections 281 and 283, title 18, United States 
Code, also prohibit such activities under penalty of fine and imprisonment. 
These statutes, however, are directed against influence peddling or the improper 
use of knowledge gained in an official capacity. They do not prohibit dealings 
between the Government and its employees as principals in their own behalf, 
provided, of course, there is no conflict of interest between the employee’s posi- 
tion as contractor and his official position.” [Emphasis added.] 

In short, it seems plain that section 283 was intended only to prevent a Gov- 
ernment official from representing some other individual as an attorney or 
agent in the prosecution of a claim before a Government agency. The presenta- 
tion of a claim on behalf of an officer himself is not condemned. 

I do not believe that Mr. Strobel’s situation was changed by the fact that his 
partner had an interest in the claim presented, for in any event Mr. Strobel in 
presenting the claim acted as a principal and not as a agent. In other words, 
Mr. Strobel as a principal in the engineering firm was making a claim as much 
for himself as for his partner Mr. Salzman. The situation of course might have 
been different had the firm of Strobel and Salzman been a corporation, for Mr. 
Strobel then would have been acting as an agent of the corporation, an entity 
separate and distinct from himself. 

To hold that the presentation of this claim constituted a violation of section 
283 of title 18 United States Code Annotated would require a loose interpreta- 
tion of a criminal statute and would result in anomalous consequences. For ex- 
ample, such an interpretation would mean that 2 Government employee could not 
present to the Internal Revenue Service a claim for a refund of taxes overpaid 
by his law firm prior to his entry into Government service. Such a result could 
not have been intended by the Congress. 

I respectfully request that this letter be made a part of the record. 

Very sincerely, 


RoGER Ross. 

Mr. Fine. I want to clarify something that was bothering me, Mr. 
Chairman. In the first paragraph of your opening statement you 
used the words—you were referring to the propriety of Mr. Strobel’s 

“official conduct in recommending to your subordinate that he award 
an architectural contract to a very active client of your firm, namely, 
Serge Petroff.” If I understood the record of the last hearing, Mr. 
Strobel recommended Mr. Petroff only because there was the need 
for rush in the fixing up of the building on Columbus Avenue, and 
that Mr. Petroff, like all other architects, would be doing the Govern- 
ment a favor and not that it was a gain to Mr. Petroff “personally. 

The Cuarrman. There is nothing in the record to show that Mr. 
Petroff was doing the Government a favor. 

Mr. Fine. I asked the question of Mr. Strobel, and Mr. Strobel 
answered in the affirmative. 

Mr. Ross. That is correct. 

Mr. Srroset. I answered it this way. It would not be a favor to 
me, it would be a favor to the United States Government, assuring that 
we ‘got out of a very tough situation. 

Mr. Keating. I would like to ask a question or two at this point, Mr. 
Chairman. The Washington Post has written an editorial this morn- 
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ing based upon the evidence to date and before the hearings are closed 
in which they refer to three incidents recently in the news which they 
say indicate official laxness or immorality. I think they may have a 
good deal to their point as to 2 of the 3. I am referring now to the 
matter before us. I want to be sure that I have this testimony cor- 
rectly to date which is the basis upon which this editorial was written. 
It refers to the remarkable obtuseness of Public Buildings Commis- 
sioner Peter A. Strobel in failing to see any conflict of interest be- 
tween his Federal duties and his continued 90-percent interest in the 
New York consulting firm bearing his name. 

In the last administration, as the chairman knows, there was no 
one more vociferous about corruption, about conflict of interest, about 
matters that were not only illegal, but matters which bore on the 
question of morality, which were unethical, and my position is just 
exactly the same in this administration. However, in individual 
cases, when a particular person is charged, it certainly is the duty of 
this committee, which I know the chairman shares, to be sure that any 
person is fairly dealt with and that no conclusions are drawn which 
are unwarranted. In discussing Mr. Strobel’s testimony this state- 
ment is made: 

Mr. Strobel has testified that he did work for the New York firm and helped 
several of its clients to obtain contracts after he took his Federal post. 

That is the basis of their claim of lack of morality. 

Now, am I in error that the only case where there is even any evi- 
dence that you, Mr. Strobel, helped any client to obtain contracts was 
in the Petroff case? 

Mr. Srroser. That is correct. 

Mr. Keatine. The other case of an architect, some Evans, Chapman 
firm was something that you didn’t even know was going on. You 
had no hand in that whatever and the contract was let by a subordinate. 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Keattne. In other words, the use of “several” is erroneous in 
the statement I. read. 

Mr. Srrosext. That is right. 

Mr. Keattna. There is only one instance, that of Mr. Petroff, and 
that is subject to the explanation which you have given here. 

Mr. Srrosen. That is right. 

Mr. Kratrne. In that case you did not in any way direct your sub- 
ordinate, as he has testified, to employ Mr. Petroff. You simply made 
the suggestion of his name as one who in your opinion, from experi- 
ence, would do a satisfactory job in a very limited time. 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 

Mr. Keartine. In your judgment, it was an unusual situation; am 
I correct? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 

Mr. Keartne. It says that you continued your private activities 
despite the clear provisions in the standards of conduct of the parent 
General Services Administration, and then it quotes the statement in 
that so-called code of ethics or something of the General Services 
Administration. It says: 


Mr. Strobel’s insistence that he made his outside connections known to his 
superiors constitutes an indictment of laxity in General Services Administration 
and the Department of Justice for permitting the activities to continue. 
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Now, as regards you personally, when you signed this document, you 
put down at the bottom this statement to the effect that you were going 
to retain, that it was understood that you were to retain your other con- 
nections, and that you made known to Mr. Mansure, the Administrator 
of GSA; is that correct ? 

Mr. Srropex. That is right. 

The Cuairman. When did you sign that document, Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Srrosent. The document referred to must be the one I signed 
December 27, 1954. 

The Cuatrman. Was that 1 year after your appointment? 

Mr. Srrosex. No, that would be 5 months after. 

The Cuatrman. Did you get written approval from anybody to 
engage in these outside activities ? 

Mr. Srropeut. No. I testified there was no written document point- 
ing out that situation. 

Mr. Keatine. It refers to the Department of Justice, indicating by 
inference that there is an allegation on the part of someone that you 
have committed a criminal act, because that is the only time that the 
Department of Justice would come into play here. The chairman has 
stated publicly that in his opinion this did not constitute a violation of 
the conflict of interest statute and certainly I agree with that. I 
think in fairness to you, those things should be brought out. It raises 
a much bigger question, whether anyone coming into Government 
employ should give up completely all outside business connections 
and interests, dispose of his holdings and get out. That can be done 
sometimes with regard to a person who only has stock holdings in a 
company, when it cannot be done by a person situated like you are, 
being the sparkplug of a business which you hope sometime to return 
to. Perhaps that is what we must come to in Government in order 
to divorce Government people entirely from any possible temptation 
to further their own outside interests as against the interests of the 
Government. If we do come to that, of course, it is going to result in 
some deterioration in the caliber of the people working for the 
Government. 

It is going to mean that the only people that will work for the Gov- 
ernment are people who are looking for jobs instead of the job seeking 
the man. If we are going to do that, obviously the same rule should 
apply to Members of Congress because the situation is just the same. 

We are servants of the Government. There are relatively few 
Members of Congress who have given up all their law practice, all 
their cotton, tobacco, and peanut farms, and all their stock in any 
companies in order to serve as Members of Congress. Perhaps that 
is what we must come to, because certainly the purity and singleness 
of interest of anyone serving the Government, whether it be in the 
executive branch or the legislative branch, must be beyond any 
question. 

I do think those observations are pertinent at this point in the light 
of the editorial which I refer to. 

The Cuairman. As to the Department of Justice, do you know, 
Mr. Strobel, that on October 4, 1955, this entire matter was referred 
to the FBI? 

Mr. Srroset. No; that is news to me. 

Mr. Keattnc. What date? 
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The Cuarmman. October 4, 1955. That is why very likely the 
Washington Post mentioned the Department of Justice. 

Mr. Keatine. Does the Washington Post, like the chairman, have 
a pipeline to the FBI? 

The Cuarrman. I don’t know. I have no pipeline to the FBI, but 
T know this was referred. 

I think it would be advisable for the gentleman from New York 
with reference to characterization of the activities of Mr. Strobel to 
be a little patient and wait until the entire evidence is unfolded. 

Mr. Fine. Which gentleman from New York? 

The Cuarrman. There will be additional evidence this morning 
concerning more clients. 

Mr. Kerattne. That is exactly why I brought it out at this point. 
If the Washington Post was writing editorials based on confidential 
information given to them by someone else, that is one thing. My mind 
is completely open. I am not in any way claiming or contending that 
this witness before us is free from all fault—I don’t know what the 
evidence that the chairman has is going to be. I am basing it upon the 
evidence to date which is by inference the basis of the editorial which 
is written here. 

Of course, if the Washington Post knows a lot of things that I do 
not know, that is not in evidence, that is a different story entirely. 

The CuatrMan. We are not putting the Washington Post on trial. 

Mr. Kratine. No. I often agree with their editorials. I am just 
bringing this out because this is a lead editorial in this morning’s 
paper and I just wondered where they got their statement that he 
had helped several clients to obtain contracts because the evidence 
to date doesn’t bear that out. It says that he testified he worked for 
the firm and helped several clients. That is not his testimony to 
date, and the entire editorial is based upon a misunderstanding of 
the testimony up to this point. If there are a lot of other cases, that 
is something entirely different. 

Mr. Roprno. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a very pertinent question ? 

The CuarrmMan. Yes. You have been very patient. 

Mr. Roprno. Mr. Strobel, at any time after you added the reserva- 
tion clause to this code of standards form, were you questioned by 
your superior as to the propriety of this? 

Mr. Srroseu. The question was asked by counsel the other day if I 
had been requested to furnish around that time a list of the firms, 
clients, and I think I answered to the best of my recollection that I 
couldn’t remember, but I was asked later, in further answer to your 
question, I was asked by Mr. Mansure, I would say about some time in 
late July or early August——— 

Mr. Materz. What year, Mr. Strobel? 

Mr. Srrosext. Of 1955—to get the list of clients in, and I did furnish 
that as fast as I could after that time. 

Mr. Roprno. When did you furnish that list ? 

Mr. Srroset. It is dated August 30, 1955. 

Mr. Roprno. When did you sign this reservation ? 

Mr. Srroset. I signed that December 27, 1954. 

Mr. Roptno. Did Mr. Mansure at any time suggest to you that the 
reservation was not in keeping with the code of ethics? 

Mr. Srrosen. No, sir. 
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Mr. Roptno. And this list of clients was furnished to Mr. Mansure 
some 8 months—you say in August of 1955—some 8 months 

Mr. Srrozet. That is right. 

Mr. Roprno. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Frnz. Do you mean by your answer to Mr. Rodino on his ques- 
tion that Mr. Mansure after December 27 never felt that your reserva- 
tion was a violation of that code? 

Mr. Srroset. As far as I recall he did not bring up any point until 
around August 1 or some time in July. 

Mr. Keratine. Of this year? 

Mr. Srropex. Of this year. 

Mr. Roptno. One further question. Mr. Strobel, it seems to me 
that from your previous testimony you wrestled for quite a long time 
with the decision that you were to make as to whether you would 
sign or not sign this code of ethics form. At any time during that pe- 
riod, prior to your actual signing and adding this reservation, did you 
discuss with anybody whether or not you should sign it in that way or 
add the reservation clause? 

Mr. Srrozet. No. As I testified the other day, that particular form 
was on my desk for a long time. 

Mr. Roprno. Yes. 

Mr. Srropex. It got covered up and I—— 

Mr. Roprno. What do you mean by “got covered up?” 

Mr. Srropet. Under a pile of work. 

Mr. Roprno. It was an important document? 

Mr. Srropex. That is right. It was an important document; yes. 

Mr. Ropino. Weren’t you contacted during this period of time by 
anyone requesting that you sign it or at least take some action 
relative to it? 

Mr. Srrozext. I don’t recall. I can’t say whether I was contacted 
or not. I do remember that a routine check was made on the em- 
ployees that had not turned in a signed statement, and I was among 
them, and I was urged to sign it, and that is how I came about to sign 
it on December 27, with reservations. Obviously I could not sign that 
in good faith without making the reservation. 

Mr. Roptno. Did the Office of Compliance request you to turn over a 
list of clients that you might have had? 

Mr. Srropet. That was what I answered to before. As far as I can 
recollect that request came later; however, that doesn’t mean that 
my memory couldn’t fail on that issue. 

The Cuarrman. I would like to ask you whether as Commissioner 
of Public Buildings you had, shall I say, a very large real-estate 
organization ? 

Mr. Srroset. Yes; I think I would have to admit to that. 

The CuHarrman. Would you say it is one of the largest in the world? 

Mr. Srroset. One of the largest in the world. 

The Cuatrman. How many Federal buildings are you responsible 
for? 

Mr. Srropet. Approximately 5,000. 

The Cuarrman. And how many employees does the Public Build- 
ings Service have at the present time ? 

Mr. Srroseu. I have in the central office here in Washington approxi- 
mately 364 employees. 

The Cuarrman. That is in Washington? 
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Mr. Srroset. That is in Washington. We operate through a decen- 
tralized method and cover our operations through 10 regions. There 
are a total of approximately 20,000 Public Buildings Service employees 
in all the regions. 

The Cuatrman. Do you operate abroad, too, outside the continental 
United States? 

Mr. Srropet. Yes; we have jurisdiction over some people in Puerto 
Rico and Hawaii and Alaska. 

The Cuatrman. Would you say, also, that the selection of architects 
for the lease-purchase program of the Public Buildings Service is cen- 
tralized in Washington / 

Mr. Srroper. That is one of the very few functions that have not 
been decentralized, and there is a practical reason for that. It is for 
the simple reason that when it comes to handling a new building pro- 
gram, the offices in the regions are not fully qualified to handle that 
type of work. It involves this, that we must have an office, at least 
one office, that would be second to none in the country as far as design 
and construction is concerned. We have had a very hard time to keep 
such an office together right here in Washington. 

So I would say, knowing that business very thoroughly, that it 
would be almost impossible, and it would not be proper on behalf of 
the Government to assume that we could set up such ies one in each 
region, to handle new building construction. 

There are many practical reasons why that would not be to the best 
interest of the Government. 

The Cuarrman. On the last oceasion when we met, you heard testi- 
mony to the effect that architects in particular instances were selected 
on an eeny, meeny, miney, mo basis. 

Do you sanction that kind of a basis ? 

Mr. Srroset. I don’t think that describes properly the method. I 
do agree with the fact that we do not want to get into a competitive 
bid basis for selecting people to give us professional services. So it 
is a matter of investigating the qualifications of the people that should 
be considered, or could be considered for selection, and then make 
up your mind who would do the best job for you. 

The Cuatrman. I think on the last occasion a question was asked 
as to whether you would supply to the committee your total income 
from Strobel & Salzman during the period from July 1, 1954, to June 
30, 1955; do you have those figures now ? 

Mr. Srroset. I don’t recall that. It would be a difficult figure to 
get, because it is on an annual basis. 

The Cuarrman. What would you say your annual income is, or has 
been from July 1, 1954, to June 30, 1955? What was your annual 
income from Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Ross. What were those dates? 

The Cuarrman. July 1, 1954, to June 30, 1955. 

Mr. Srropet. The only indication as to what that income would 
be would be what income I had for the fiscal year 1954, the calendar 
year 1954. 

The Cuarrman. What was that? 

Mr. Stroset. I believe that was approximately $30,000. 

The CHarrMaNn. Would you say that the income for the following 
year was more or less? 
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Mr. Srrosex. Are you talking about my personal income, or the 
firm’s income? 

The CHaimrMaN. Your own personal income from Strobel & Salz- 
man. 

Mr. Stropeu. That is right. 

Mr. Keatine. What was it the year before? 

Mr. Srrosev. The year before, so far as I recall, it was more than 
double. 

Mr. Keatrne. Before you came to Government ? 

Mr. Strrosen. That is right. 

Mr. Keatine. It was more than double what it was the year after 
you came to the Government ? 

Mr. Strropet. That is right. 

Mr. Keating. What is it this year? 

Mr. Stropev. I have no idea. 

Mr. Keatine. Have you thought about it? Will it be more or less 
than the previous year ? 

Mr. Srroset. It is definitely going to be a great deal less than what 
it was prior to my coming down here. 

Mr. Te certin Will it be more than 30,000 ? 

Mr. Srroset. I don’t know. It is possible that it could be more. 
It is also possible it could be less. 

Weare not through the fiscal year 1955 yet. 

(Subsequently the following was submitted :) 

WasHineaTon 5, D. C., November 8, 1955. 

Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 


Chairman, House Committee on the Judiciary, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeAaR Mr. CELLER: Pursuant to the request of the Antitrust Subcommittee of 
the Committee on the Judiciary, I enclose herewith a statement showing the 
following: (1) Total payroll, in dollars, of the firm of Strobel & Salzman for 
the years 1951 to 1954, inclusive, and the first 8 months of 1955; (2) net profit of 
the firm of Strobel & Salzman for the years 1951 to 1954, inclusive, and the shares 
of such profit received by Peter A. Strobel and Joseph Salzman, respectively. 
As Mr. Strobel testified before your committee, it is impossible to say until the 
end of the fiscal year 1955 what the profit, if any, may be for this year. The 
statement, however, shows the gross income of the firm of Strobel & Salzman for 
the first 8 months of the year 1955. 

We respectfully request that the attached statement be made a part of the 
record. 

Very sincerely, 
ROGER Rose. 


Strobel & 
Total payroll Salzman 
profit 


Peter A. Toseph 
Strobel Salzman 


J a dD inks & tetera ntetin os big $134, 133. 78 $108, 171. 44 | $25, 962. 34 
Frement.......<-.. ; Sicadticiiee: vecheate . ad 80. 6 19.4 
WO se cde s. ; itaisinkaed é sea $187, 985. 30 $89, 946. 68 $69, 946. 68 $20, 000. 00 
Percent 2 a ee: _ aii a ‘ 77.8 22. 2 
SO hocks nena ticoens $219, 564. 45 $106, 748. 98 $86, 946. 28 $19, 802. 7 
PU enocek 2d sécccedecedanniwad 81.4 18. 6 
1954 imtineeeannieans $122, 542. 39 $52, 949. ¢ $34, 599. 94 
Pacis. .......- = ans BR GS 
CORB dultndventn ness - ' 1 $95, 349. 00 (2) 





1To Aug. 31. 
2? Unknown; gross income to Aug. 31 was $120,996. 
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Mr. Materz. Mr. Strobel, you testified on Wednesday that two 
clients of Strobel & Salzman; namely, Petroff & Chapman, Evans & 
Delehanty, had done work for the Public Buildings Service since you 
asumed your Government post. 

Mr. Srropext. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. Are these the only two clients of Strobel & Salzman 
which have done work for the Public Buildings Service since you 
assumed your office, your Government post ? 

Mr. Srroset. I am trying to recall. We had a panel of building 
design and construction experts established shortly after I took office 
to view our methods in design and construction, and as chairman of 
that group there was a Mr. Lundin, an architect from New York. I 
don’t know whether he is listed as a client. I don’t think he has ever 
been a direct client, though he was an associate architect on a project 
that we did for another architect, or for the builder. 

Mr. Materz. You say that Carson & Lundin was selected by the 
Public Buildings Service to work on that panel? 

Mr. Srrosex. Yes, sir; they were selenteid by me. 

The CHartrMan. Selected by you? 

Mr. Srropen. Yes. 

Mr. Marerz. Was any other client? 

Mr. Srrosex. I don’t recall any. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Strobel, do you recall writing a letter to Mr. 
Schwarz of Strobel & Salzman on September 1, 1954? 

Mr. Srrozex. Not unless I see the letter. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Robb, I believe you have the document. 

Mr. Ross. Would you give us what the letter is about? 

Mr. Materz. Will you examine this, Mr. Strobel, and tell us 
whether this is a true and accurate copy of the letter you sent to Mr. 
Schwarz. 

(The document was examined by the witness.) 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Would your read that letter, Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Srropert (reading) : 

Dear SCHWARz: Please let me have home addresses (legal addresses) of the 
following : 

Mr. Henry F. Richardson, partner, Meyer, Strong & Jones Construction Co. 

Mr. Earl Hugo Lundin, Carson & Lundin, 50 Rockefeller Plaza. 

Mr. Archie Milton Erickson, partner, Wilcox & Erickson, consulting engineers. 

Mr. C. F. Rosenburgh, director, Turner Construction Co. 

If you have to contact them directly, do not divulge any information as to 
why you want their addresses. 

Your letter mailed at 1:45 p. m., August 1, was received by me at 3 p. m., 
September 1. 


Mr. Maerz. Mr. Chairman, I offer that document in evidence. 
The Cuarrman. It will be received. 
(The document referred to is as follows :) 


SEPTEMBER 1, 1954. 
Mr. S. ScHWaArz, 
Care of Strobel & Salzman, 
New York 18, N.Y. 


Dear ScHwartz: Please let me have the home addresses (legal addresses) of 

the following: ¥ 
Mr. Henry F. Richardson, partner, Meyer, Strong & Jones Construction Co. 4 
Mr. Earl Hugo Lundin, Carson & Lundin, 50 Rockfeller Plaza. 
Mr. Archie Milton Hrickson, partner, Wilcox & Erickson, consulting engineers. 
Mr. C. F, Rosenburgh, director, Turner Construction Co. 
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If you have to contact them directly, do not divulge any information as to why 
you want their addresses. 
Your letter mailed at 1:45 p. m. August 1 was received by me at 3 p. m. 


September 1. 
Very truly yours, 
Peter A. STROBEL. 

Mr. Materz. Do you recall hiring Wilcox & Erickson, or Mr. Erick- 
son personally ? ' 

Mr. Srropex. Mr. Erickson was a member on the panel I mentioned. 

Mr. Maerz. Therefore, you hired two clients of Strobel & Salzman 
for this job? 

Mr. Srrosex. Mr. Erickson is not a client of Strobel & Salzman. He 
is a competitor. 

Mr. Roprtno. Which Mr. Erickson is this? 

Mr. Matrrz. Are you referring to Mr. Erickson of Wilcox & Erick- 
son ¢ 

Mr. Stroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Would you refer to the list of clients which you sub- 
mitted to Mr. Mansure on August 30, 1955? 

Will you tell us whether Wilcox & Erickson are on that list ? 

Mr. Srropet. Yes; they are on that list. I don’t know why. I am 
trying to recall when they might possibly have done any work for us. 

Mr. Maerz. Would it be correct, then, that you selected two of the 
clients of Strobel & Salzman to review Public Buildings Service’s 
standards? 

Mr. Ross. Mr. Chairman, might I inquire whether counsel means 
clients at that time, or people who had previously been clients ? 

Mr. Materz. Persons to whom Mr. Strobel referred to as clients 
when he submitted this list to Mr. Mansure. 

Mr. Ross. There is quite a difference between the two. 

Mr. Srroset. I would like to say this, that as regards Mr. Lundin 
or Mr. Erickson, they cannot be classified as true clients of Strobel & 
Salzman. We have never done a job directly for Carson & Lundin. 
We were hired as consulting engineers on a large building which was 
being done by a construction firm that is our client. Mr. Carson or 
Mr. Lundin, however, was not the architect on that. He was an asso- 
ciate architect, and I therefore had no direct financial dealings or 
contact with Mr. Lundin. I do remember years ago, I think it was 
way back in 1946, sitting in on one conference with Mr. Lundin. 

Mr. Keatrne. Was Lundin listed on that list of clients you fur- 
nished ? 

The CHatrman. No; he was not listed. 

Mr. Keartine. Then the only one listed is this Erickson concern. 
Can you explain how you happened to list them ? 

Mr. Srropen. I can’t explain why he got on as a client. As I say, 
he could not, by any stretch of the imagination, be called a client. 
Although he is a friend of mine, he is a competitor. He has a similar 
business to Strobel & Salzman. 

Mr. Krarttne. It would be like my calling the chairman a client, 
rather than a competitor, albeit a weak competitor. 

Mr. Srroser. That is right. We had one dealing with him in this 
respect. We loaned Mr. Erickson at the time he was pressed for get- 
ting some work out, we loaned him a man from our office. As far as 
I am concerned, that has nothing to do with client relationship. 
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Mr. Materz. Do you recall the reason why you wanted the home 
addresses of these persons? 

Mr. Srroset. I wanted to get in touch with them as fast as possible, 
and I wanted to deal with those people as individuals, not necessarily 
as members of these firms. 

Mr. Maxerz. And subsequently, it is correct, is it not, that you per- 
sonally signed contracts with Mr. Erickson and Mr. Lundin? 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. To review Public Buildings Service standards. 

Mr. Srronet. As members of the panel. 

Mr. Materz. Is it correct that this job required about 2 months’ 
work ? 

Mr. Srropet. No; actually it required more than that. I think it 
took them approximately 5 months to submit their reports, which 
was a very big volume. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you recall what the compensation was to Mr. Lun- 
din and to Mr. Erickson ? 

Mr. Srrosen. I think the compensation was in the magnitude of 
$3,000, and I might add, a very nominal sum, considering the time 
we required from these people as principals. 

Mr. Maretz. Is it your testimony now, Mr. Strobel, that your listing 
of Wilcox & Erickson as a client of Strobel & Salzman was an error? 

Mr. Srrosen. I think it was an error; yes, sir. 

Mr. Marerz. Mr. Strobel, you testified on Wednesday that you are 
acquainted with Robert & Co., of Atlanta, Ga. ? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is right. 

Mr. Maerz. Is it not a fact that in the latter part of 1954 Robert 
& Co. made efforts to help Strobel & Saizman get an engineering con- 
tract from the city of Dearborn, Mich., to design an incinerator plant ? 

Mr. Srrosev. That is right. As I explained, Mr. Robert and some 
of his men in the firm of Robert & Co. Associates, architect-engineers, 
are interested in International Incinerator, Inc., which is the licensed 
holder for a patent on incinerators, and I think the particular refer- 
ence you make was a case where the office of the International Incin- 
erator asked us if we, if Strobel & Salzman, were interested in possibly 
taking on engineering work from the city. I think it was Dearborn. 

We had had experience in that particular incinerator working out 
the contract we had with the city of New York. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Strobel, will you examine three documents, and 
tell the committee whether you can identify these documents? 

(The documents were examined by the witness.) 

Mr. Stroper. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Are those documents true and accurate? 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. Mr. Chairman, I offer these documents in record at 
this point. 

Mr. Srrozet. I should like to explain 

Mr. Marerz. Excuse me. I want to identify these documents. 
The first is dated March 31, 1954. 

Mr. Kearine. Would you read them, or let me see them ? 

Mr. Materz. Certainly. 

These documents establich, do they not, that Robert & Co. sought 
to help Strobel & Salzman get a contract with the city of Dearborn 
in March 1954? 
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Mr. Srroset. That is right. 

Mr. Materz. The first document I offer in evidence is dated March 
31, 1954, a letter from Frank M. Tobin, vice president and general 
manager of International Incinerators, Inc., to Strobel & Salzman. 

That company, I take it, is an affiliate of Robert & Co. ? 

Mr. Srrozex. Not exactly, although I understand that Mr. Robert 
has a financial interest in the company. 

Mr. Materz. And attached to that letter is a letter dated March 
96, 1954, from William Sharpe, engineering division of the city of 
Dearborn, to Robert & Co. 

The third document is a copy of the letter from Robert & Co. to 
the city of Dearborn, Mich., dated March 30, 1954. 

The Coarmman. They will be accepted in ‘the record. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


INTERNATIONAL INCINERATORS, INC., 
Atlanta, Ga., March 31, 1954. 
















StTropeLt & SALZMAN, 
New York, N. Y. 
(Attention Mr. Peter A. Strobel.) 


DEAR Mr. STROBEL: Enclosed please find the original letter from Dearborn, 
Mich., addressed to Robert & Co., and Mr. Hicklin’s reply to these people. 

We have had a considerable amount of contact with both Mr. Sharpe, who 
wrote the letter, and Mr. Hoxle, director of public works in that town. In 
fact, at present they are using a moving picture film which we made up on our 
incinerator in an effort to sell the people in Dearborn on using our type of 
incinerator. 

It is thought that you possibly might like to contact these people in your 
capacity as consulting engineers, and you know that we would very much wish 
to have you handle this work if you can see your way clear to do so. 

In the event that you are interested in discussing this matter with these 
people, please be advised that we will give you any or all help that we possibly 
can on the survey which the city seems to require, exclusive of spending 
actual time in the field. 

Very truly yours, 
















FRANK M. Tosrn, 
Vice President and General Manager. 










City OF DEARBORN, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, 
March 26, 1954 





Ropert & Co. ASSOCIATES, 
Architects and Engineers, 
Atlanta, Ga. 


GENTLEMEN: A municipal refuse incinerator is being planned for Dearborn 
and Melvindale. The two communities are about to form a refuse authority and 
have an incinerator built. It has been recommended that a consulting engineer 
with incineration experience be retained by the authority. If your firm is inter- 
ested, it is suggested that you forward a record of your past experience in 
municipal incineration work to this office. 

Dearborn’s present population is approximately 115,000 and Melvindale’s popu- 
lation is about 12,000. Dearborn has some record of refuse quantities while 
Melvindale is now having a refuse study made. An engineering refuse study 
for the city of Dearborn by the consultant will probably be necessary before 
the consultant prepares plans and specifications for the incinerator and building. 

Yours very truly, 














WILLIAM SHARPE, 
Engineering Division. 
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Ropert & Co. ASSOCIATES, 
Atlanta, March 1954. 
City oF DEARBORN, 
Dearborn, Mich. 
(Attention: Mr. William Sharpe, Engineering Division, Department of 
Public Works.) 

GENTLEMEN: We have your letter of March 26 regarding a municipal refuse 
incinerator for Dearborn and Melvindale. 

While we handle incinerators in this section of the country, since Dearborn is 
pretty much out of our normal territory for this kind of work we feel that per- 
haps you could be better served by an engineering firm in your section of the 
country. 

We greatly appreciate your contacting us in this regard and if you are unable 
to work it out satisfactorily with someone in your section or if we can be of any 
further assistance to you in this regard we will appreciate your advising. 


Yours very truly, 
R. G. Hickiin, Vice President. 


Mr. Srropet. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say this, even though 
the top letter is addressed to my attention, I had nothing personal to 
do with what subsequent action, if any, was taken on that issue. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Strobel, I take it that Strobel & Salzman actually 
did not get the engineering contract from the city of Dearborn, Mich. 

Mr. Srrosex. As far as I recall, they did not. 

Mr. Materz. Do you recall writing to Robert & Co. on June 20, 
1950, soliciting business from Robert & Co. ? 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. You have before you a copy of a letter which you sent 
on June 20, 1950, to Robert & Co. ? 

Mr. Srrosex. Right. 

Mr. Materz. Mr. Chairman, I offer this document in evidence. 

The CHarrman. Accepted. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


JUNE 20, 1950. 
Rosert & COMPANY ASSOCIATES, 
96 Poplar Street, Atlanta, Ga. 
(Attention of Mr. A. G. Standford, vice president. ) 

GENTLEMEN: Mr. George Nielsen of F. L. Smidth & Company told me that he 
mentioned our firm to you in regard to a possible New York City installation of 
the patented incinerator. 

This letter is, therefore, being written to acquaint you with the types of work 
which we have done and also to let you know that we would be pleased to co- 
operate with your office as local structural engineers and permit applicants. 

Enclosed is a brief descriptive list of some of the projects completed by us, 
which will give you an idea of the varieties and classes of work performed by our 
organization. The writer also wishes to mention the fact that he has, for many 
years, known Mr. Frederick H. Zurmuhler, commissioner of public works of 
New York City. 

We are, of course, interested in the structural design phase of the work, but 
will be pleased to lend our assistance in introducing this incinerator in the New 
York territory. 

Very truly yours, 


Strose, & SALZMAN, 
By Peter A. STROBEL. 
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Partial list of structural engineering projects 


Description of project ; Approwvimate cost 
12-story department store building, Best & Co., New York, N. ¥ 
15-story addition and alteration, printing building, New York Times, 

New York, N. Y¥ 5, 000, 000 
Manufacturing plant and laboratory, Ortho Pharmaceutical Co., 

Bridgewater Township, N. J 1, 000, 000 
Food processing plant and warehouse (earthquake design), H. J. 

Heinz Co., Tracy, Calif 
Medical and surgical buildings (12, 7, and 4 stories), Central Islip 

State Hospital, Islip, N. ¥ 6, 000, 000 
Junior High School No. 71, Brooklyn, N. Y 1, 000, 000 
Junior High School No. 117, Brooklyn, N. Y 1, 000, 000 
Magnesia manufacturing plant and warehouse, Charles H. Phillips 

Co., Gulfport, Miss 800, 000 
Shopping center, Ridgeway, Conn 1, 000, 000 
Children’s group, Marcy State Hospital for State of New York 800, 000 
Alteration and addition, railroad station, Norfolk & Western Ry. 

Co., Roanoke, Va 1, 000, 000 
Manufacturing plant, A. G. Spalding & Bros. Inc., Williman- 

sett, Mass 1, 200, 000 
Plant for Manning, Maxwell & Moore, Inc., Stratford, Conn 1, 200, 000 
7 units, 14 stories, Sedgwick houses for New York City Housing 

Authority 7, 000, 000 
Swimming pool and bleachers at Jacob Riis Park, N. Y 1, 000, 000 
Recreation Center, outdoor and indoor swimming pools, St. Mary’s 

*ark, Bronx, N. Y 1, 100, 000 
Young Recreation Center playground, New York, N. Y¥ 700, 000 
Tale mining and processing plant, Gouverneur Tale Co., Balmat, 

N. 2, 500, 000 
Industrial and Technical Building, Home Economics Building, Ad- 

ministration and Classroom Building—Farmingdale Agricultural 

and Technical Institute, Farmingdale, N. Y.; for the State of 

New York 6, 500, 000 
Esso Office Building, Baton Rouge, La 2, 500, 000 
Cosmotron Building for Brookhaven National Laboratory, Upton, 

IN 1, 000, 000 
Research Center for Johnson & Johnson, Milltown, N. J 1, 500, 000 
2-, 3-, 4-, and 5-unit armories for the Organized Reserve Corps under 

the Corps of Engineers. 

Catenary airplane hangars, 130 feet by 160 feet for the Corps of 

Engineers, including Technical Manual TM5-—9728. 

Portable 160 feet by 200 feet, all-steel hangar for the Corps of Engin- 
eers, including Technical Manual TM5—9621. 

Several jobs for F. L. Smidth & Co., in connection with their cement- 
plant work. 


The Cuatrman. Read it. 
Mr. Matrrz. This is from you to Robert & Co. [Reading:] 


Rosert & Co., ASSOCIATES, 
Atlanta, Ga. 


(Attention of Mr. A. G. Stanford, vice president. ) 


GENTLEMEN: Mr. George Nielsen, of F. L. Smidth & Co., told me that he 
mentioned our firm to you in regard to a possible New York City installation of 
the patented incinerator. 

This letter is, therefore, being written to acquaint you with the types of work 
which we have done and also to let you know that we would be pleased to 
cooperate with your office as local structural engineers and permit applicants. 

Enclosed is a brief descriptive list of some of the projects completed by us, 
which will give you an idea of the varieties and classes of work performed by 
our organization. The writer also wishes to mention the fact that he has, for 
many years, known Mr. Frederick H. Zurmuhler, commissioner of public works 
for New York City. 
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We are, of course, interested in the structural design phase of the work, but 
will be pleased to lend our assistance in introducing this incinerator in the 
New York territory. 

Very truly yours, 
Strope, & SALZMAN, 
By Perer A. STRoBe.. 

Do you recall, Mr. Strobel, testifying on Wednesday that Robert 
& Co. was engaged by Strobel & Salzman as subcontractors to draw 
up plans and specifications for a patented incinerator ? 

Mr. Srrosew. I testified that they were engaged as subcontractors 
to furnish plans and specifications covering the patent incinerator. 
This letter does not indicate what actually took place later on, in this 
respect, that Strobel & Salzman became the prime contractor with 
the city of New York. It was a large incinerator alteration. 

The construction cost is running to 6 million, I believe. 

I would like to say that part of the work that Robert & Co. did in 
that contract amounted to, I believe, approximately 17 drawings out 
of the total set of drawings of 140, plus or minus. 

I am mentioning those figures to indicate the rather small part of 
the work. 

Mr. Maerz. When was Robert & Co. engaged by Strobel & 
Salzman ? 

Mr. Srrospet. That was subsequent to this letter here. I don’t know 
exactly what year it was. 

Mr. Materz. Would it be in 1954? 

Mr. Srroset. No; I think it might have been earlier. 

Mr. Materz. Do you recall you testified on Wednesday that on or 
about February 7, 1955, while you were in Atlanta on GSA business, 
you had some discussions with Robert & Co. concerning this project ? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. I take it it was with regard to the subcontract which 
Robert & Co. had taken with Salzman & Strobel ? 

Mr. Srrosext. That is right. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Strobel 

Mr. Fine. I just want to get that clarified. I remember the testi- 
mony that Mr. Strobel gave, that he spoke to Mr. Robert, or some- 
body down in Atlanta, Ga., about what had happened to this in- 
cinerator plant that had been in operation for a long time before, 
or a contract had been let for some time before. 

Mr. Srrose.. Well, the work had, by that time, been completed, 
as far as they were concerned, but the contract has not been terminated, 
our contract with the city has not been terminated, we are still working 
on it, or the firm. 

Mr. Finer. But Robert & Co.’s participation has been completed / 

Mr. Srronen. They are out, that is right. 

Mr. Materz. Mr. Strobel, is it correct that, acting in your capacity 
as Commissioner of Public Buildings, you personally approved the 
negotiation by the Public Buildings Service of an architect and 
engineering contract with Robert & Co. for modifying and adding to 
specifications for the Communicable Diseases Center of the Public 
Health Center at Atlanta, Ga., and that that contract called for a 
fee to Robert & Co. of $24,200? 

Mr. Srropev. That is correct. I would like to explain the back- 
ground for that. 
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Mr. Marerz. May I ask you a few questions, and then I am sure 
that the committee will be delighted to have the explanation. I just 
want, if I may, to show you a copy of the contract and ask you whether 
it is a true and accurate copy of the contract ? 

Mr. Srrosex. Right. 

Mr. Maerz. And you signed the contract; did you? 

Mr. Srrozex. Right. 

Mr. Matetz. Now, could you tell the committee why you did not 
disqualify yourself from negotiating a contract with Robert & Co., 
in view of the private business relationships between Robert & Co. 
and Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Srrosex. Well, Mr. Chairman, I would like to explain the 
development of that contract. We are talking about plans—— 

Mr. Maerz. Excuse me. 

Mr. Chairman, may I offer this contract in evidence? 

The Cuairman. Yes. 

(The contract referred to is as follows:) 

GS-—O0O-B-2548 


Negotiated contract number 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


PUBLIC BUILDINGS SERVICE—WASHINGTON, D. ©. 
CONTRACT FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 


Contract architect: Robert & Co. Associates 
Name of project: United States Public Health Service, Communicable Disease 
Center 

Location: Atlanta, Ga. 
Project number: 4-GA-02 
Fee: $24,240 

INDEX 

Article No. 


Abandonment, Deferment, or Termination 
Consultations 

Covenant Against Contingent Fees 
Definition 

Disputes 

Examination of Records 

Fee and Payment 

Handbooks 

Nondiscrimination in Employment 
Officials Not to Benefit 


Revisions 
Scope of Services 
Services Furnished by Government 
Travel 

On this 29th day of September, 1955, the United States of America (herein 
ealled the Government), acting by and through the Administrator of General 
Services, represented by the Commissioner of Public Buildings Service, General 
Services Administration (herein called the Commissioner), and the firm of Robert 
and Company Associates, a corporation incorporated under the laws of the State 
of Georgia and having its principal offices at 96 Poplar Street NW., Atlanta 3, 
Georgia (herein called the Contract Architect) agree as follows: 


ARTICLE I. PROJECT 


The project is identified as follows: 

Name: United States Public Health Service, Communicable Disease Center. 
Location: Atlanta, Georgia. 

Project Number: 4-GA-02. 


Description 


This project is a research laboratory, plans and specifications for which were 
prepared by Roberts and Company Associates under Contract WAlbp 6270, dated 
April 14, 1950. 


69220—55——_6 
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Work under this contract will consist of the following modifications and addi- 
tions to the present plans and specifications: 

(1) The air conditioning of the un-air-conditioned portion of Building. No. 1, 
including air-conditioning machine room above present fan room in the court; 

(2) The provision of animal house and runs on roof of Building No. 5; 

(3) One additional elevator for Building No. 3; 

(4) The addition of a bay on the north end of Building No. 6 for the accommo- 
dation of an emergency generator set; 

(5) A stand-by generator; and 

(6) The provision for automatic operation of elevators in all buildings. 


ARTICLE II. SCOPE OF SERVICES 


The Contract Architect shall perform all professional services necessary for 
planning, designing and including on present working drawings and in present 
specifications all items included in Description under Article I. 

(a) The Contract Architect shall: 

(1) Prepare all work under this contract in compliance with applicable 
state and local building code requirements and shall, if necessary, assist 
the construction contractor in obtaining permits required by local and state 
ordinances ; 

(2) Prepay shipping charges on all charts, sketches, drawings, and docu- 
ments he sends to the Commissioner ; 

(b) Supervision.—The Contract Architect will not supervise the construction 
of the project. 

(c) Ownership.—All drawings, specifications, and other documents furnished 
under this contract, shall be the property of the Government. 


ARTICLE III. FEE AND PAYMENT 


The Government shall pay the Contract Architect a fixed fee of $24,240.00 
which shall constitute full compensation for all services and material outlined 
in Articles II and V, except as provided in Articles IV and VI. 

(a) Payment of the aforesaid amount shall be made when the Commissioner 
finds that the Contract Architect has satisfactorily completed all the services 
required. 

(b) Prior to the payment the Contract Architect shall furnish the Govern- 
ment with a release of all claims against the Government under this contract, 
other than such claims as the Contract Architect may except. He shall describe 
and state the amount of each excepted claim. 

(c) The Contract Architect shall have no duties or responsibilities in con- 
nection with any furniture or furnishings that are supplied and installed by 
the Government, and shall receive no compensation on account thereof. 


ARTICLE IV, CONSULTATIONS 


The Commissioner may require the Contract Architect to furnish consulting 
services beyond those paid for by the fixed fee. If so, the Government shall 
pay the Contract Architect as provided in this Article: Provided, That the 
Contract Architect shall not get any per diem fee for consultations about changes 
or revisions in the drawings or documents that the Commissioner finds are 
required because of deficiencies for which the Contract Architect is responsible. 

The Government shall pay the Contract Architect for consulting services, 
authorized by the Commissioner, as follows: 

(a) If the services are performed in the city where the architectural work 
is done, at the rate of $35.00 per day. 

(b) If the services are performed at any other place, at the rate of $35.00 
per day from the time he leaves said city until he returns thereto, together 
with travel and subsistence expenses in accordance with laws and regulations 
applicable to Government employees: Provided, That in lieu of actual subsist- 
ence expenses, the Government shall pay the Contract Architect not in excess 
of $12.00 per authorized person for each day in travel status. 

(c) If the Contract Architect is a firm or corporation, any of its representa- 
tives acceptable to the Commissioner may furnish the consulting services. 
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ARTICLE V. TRAVEL 


Except as provided in Article IV hereof, all travel required to be performed 
in connection with the services to be rendered under this contract, shall be 
without additional expense to the Government. 






ARTICLE VI, REVISIONS 





(a) Without additional fee, the Contract Architect shall correct or revise 
the drawings and documents until the Commissioner approves them in writing. 

(b) The Government will pay an additional fee for changes or revisions re- 
quired by the Commissioner after approval of any material submitted: Provided, 
That the Government will not pay additional fee for any corrections or revisions 
(even though required after approval of any material submitted) if the Com- 
mission finds that such requirements resulted from deficiencies for which the 
Contract Architect was responsible. 

(c) Such additional fee shall be the actual amount the Contract Architect 
pays for technical services of engineers, draftsmen, and other technical per- 
sonnel, and payments required by law. To the total of these payments, there 
shall be added an amount equal to one and one-half times the total of such 
payment to cover in full the Contract Architect’s supervision, overhead, and 
profit. The rate the Contract Architect pays for technical services shall not 
exceed the current rate paid for comparable services in his office, or in other 
offices in that area. 

(d@) The Commissioner may change the basic requirements of the project. 
If, in the opinion of the Commissioner, this requires major revision or abandon- 
ment of drawings or other documents, the Government shall pay the Contract 
Architect for such revisions or for new drawings or documents required to 
replace those abandoned, an amount to be agreed upon by the parties hereto. 


ARTICLE VII. SERVICES FURNISHED BY GOVERNMENT 


The Government will: 
(a) Review all material submitted by the Contract Architect ; 


(bo) Confer with and obtain approvals of occupying agencies ; 

(c) Duplicate the approved final working drawings and specifications ; 

(d) Obtain bids, award contracts, approve material samples, and supervise 
and administer construction of the project. 


ARTICLE VIII. HANDBOOKS 


The Contract Architect warrants that he has read the General Services Admin- 
istration, Public Buildings Service Handbooks entitled “Instructions to Con- 
tract Architects” dated August 1, 1946, and Amendment No. 1, thereto, dated 
April 1, 1950 ; also “Drawing Requirements Handbook” dated May 1, 1947. These 
Handbooks, by reference, are made a part of this contract. 


ARTICLE IX. ABANDONMENT, DEFERMENT, OR TERMINATION 


(a) The Commissioner may abandon or indefinitely defer the work at any 
time he finds it expedient or necessary. 

(b) If in the opinion of the Commissioner, the Contract Architect violates any 
terms or conditions of this contract, or his conduct may jeopardize the Govern- 
ment’s interest, the Commissioner may terminate this contract by written notice 
to the Contract Architect. 

(c) If the work is abandoned or deferred or the contract terminated by the 
Commissioner, the Government shall pay the Contract Architect that proportion 
of his installment fee that the amount of acceptable work he has actually done 
on his curren submission of work bears to the whole of that submission. Pay- 
ment by the Government of such compensation shall be in full and final settle- 
ment for all work performed by the Contract Architect. After such payment, 
all charts, sketches, drawings, and other documents, whether finished or not, 
shall become the property of the Government. 


ARTICLE X. DISPUTES 


Except as otherwise provided in this contract, any dispute arising under this 
contract which is not disposed of by agreement shall be decided by the Commis- 
sioner, who shall reduce his decision to writing and mail or otherwise furnish 
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a copy thereof to the Contract Architect. Such decisions shall be final and con- 
clusive with respect to questions of fact unless within thirty days from the date 
of receipt of such copy, the Contract Architect appeals therefrom by mailing or 
otherwise furnishing to the Commissioner a written appeal addressed to the 
head of the agency. The decision of the Administrator of General Services or 
his duly authorized representative shall be final and conclusive unless deter- 
mined by a court of competent jurisdiction to have been fraudulent or capricious 
or arbitrary or so grossly erroneous as necessarily to imply bad faith, or not 
supported by substantial evidence. Nothing in this “Disputes” clause shall be 
construed as making final an administrative decision on a question of law. In 
connection with any appeal under this “Disputes” clause the Contract Architect 
shall be afforded an opportunity to be heard and to offer evidence in support of 
his appeal. Pending final decision of a dispute hereunder, including adjudication 
of any litigation in connection with such decision, the Contract Architect shall 
proceed diligently with the performance of the contract and in accordance with 
the Commissioner’s decision of any modification thereof which may be made 
hereunder. 
ARTICLE XI. COVENANT AGAINST CONTINGENT FEES 


The Contract Architect warrants that no person or selling agency has been 
employed or retained to solicit or secure this contract upon an agreement or 
understanding for a commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent fee, except 
bone fide employees or bona fide established commercial or selling agencies main- 
tained by the Contract Architect for the purpose of securing business. For the 
breach or violation of this warranty the Government shall have the right to annul 
this contract without liability or in its discretion to deduct from the contract 
price or consideration the full amount of such commission, percentage, brokerage, 
or contingent fee. 

ARTICLE XII. OFFICIALS NOT TO BENEFIT 


No Member of or Delegate to Congress, or Resident Commissioner, shall be 
admitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
therefrom, but this provision shall not be construed to extend to this contract if 
made with a corporation for its general benefit. 


ARTICLE XIII. EXAMINATION OF RECORDS 


(a) The Contract Architect agrees that the Comptroller General of the United 
States or any of his duly authorized representatives shall, until the expiration 
of three years after the final payment under this contract, have access to and 
the right to examine any directly pertinent books, documents, papers, and records 
of the Contract Architect involving transactions related to this contract. 

(b) The Contract Architect further agrees to include the following provi- 
sions, with appropriate insertions, in all his subcontracts hereunder: 

“(Name of Subcontractor) agrees that the Comptroller General fo the United 
States or any of his duly authorized representatives shall, until the expiration 
of three years after final payment under prime contract (contract symbol and 
number) between the United States of America and the Contract Architect, have 
access to and the right to examine any directly pertinent books, documents, 
papers, and records of (Name of Subcontractor) involving transactions related 
to this contract.” 


ARTICLE XIV. NONDISCRIMINATION IN EMPLOYMENT 


In connection with the performance of work under this contract, the Contract 
Architect agrees not to discriminate against any employee or applicant for 
employment because of race, religion, color, or national origin. The aforesaid 
provision shall include, but not be limited to the following: Employment, up- 
grading, demotion, or transfer; recruitment or recruitment advertising; layoff 
or termination; rate of pay or other forms of compensation; and selection for 
training, including apprenticeship. The Contract Architect agrees to post here- 
after in conspicuous places, available for employees and applicants for employ- 
ment, notices to be provided by the Commissioner setting forth the provisions 
of the nondiscrimination clause. 

The Contract Architect further agrees to insert the foregoing provision in 
all subcontracts hereunder, except subcontracts for standard commercial sup- 
plies or raw materials. 
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ARTICLE XV. DEFINITION 


“Commissioner” as used herein shall include his successor or his authorized 
representative. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this contract as of the 
day and year first above written. 
WITNESSES: 
Mrir1aAmM MitcHam, Atlanta, Ga. 
J. H. Stemavux, Atlanta, Ga. 
Rosert & Co. ASSOCIATES, 
By J. W. Green, President. 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
ADMINISTRATOR OF GENERAL SERVICES, 
$y P. A. STROBEL, 
Commissioner of Public Buildings Service. 


This contract is negotiated under Public Law 152, 8ist Congress, approved 
June 30, 1949, and is authorized by the Acts of July 22, 1954 (Public Law 519, 
83d Congress), and August 26, 1954 (Public Law 112, 84th Congress, approved 
June 30, 1955). 

Atlanta, Ga. 
Communicable Disease Center 
Project No. 4-GS-02 
DETERMINATION 


As required by the following cited section of the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949 (Public Law 152, approved June 30, 1949), and 
pursuant to the authority delegated to be by the Administrator of General 
Services in chapter II, section 201.01 (b) of Manual GS 1, vol. GS 1-2, I hereby 
determine as follows: 

1. In accordance with section 302 (c) (4), that contract GS—00—-B-2548 with 
Robert & Co. Associates is one for professional services. ' 

P. A. STROBEL, 
Commissioner of Public Buildings Service. 

The CuarrMan. Go ahead. 

Mr. Srroseu. The project we are talking about is a very large one, 
expected to cost about $12 million, for a communicable diseases labora- 
tory in Atlanta, Ga. Several years ago Public Buildings Service was 
given funds to have plans and specifications prepared for quite a num- 
ber of projects. This was one of them. 

I believe these plans were completed something like 3 years ago. 
They have gone on the shelf ever since. 

Now, under the purchase contract law, this project was activated 
and approved by the Public Works Committee, and is one of the 26 
projects that were mentioned the other day. 

Even though the plans were completed under contract with the 
Public Buildings Service at that time by Robert & Co. 

Mr. Keatrng. You mean the original plans? 

Mr. Srrosex. The original plans were completed by Robert & Co. 

Mr. Keatrne. Long before you had anything to do with the Public 
Buildings Service ¢ 

Mr. Srropet. Long before I had anything to do with it. And I 
think their fee at that time was something like $340,000, that is the 
figure, as far as I can recall it. 

Mr. Maerz. Would the figure be $382,000? 

Mr. Srroper. That could be it; ves. 

In reactivating this project, the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare wanted some changes and additions made—which is 
natural, considering that the plans were completed. So, in the make- 
up of the prospectus for this project there was included an expendi- 
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ture of some, I think, $480,000, which would cover the additional 
changes and additions for which we had to have plans made. The 
code of ethics among professional pre would dictate that Robert 
& Co. Associates complete that work. s 

We did not attempt to negotiate with anybody else, for the ay 
reason that if we had tried, we would have been turned down. No 
self-respecting architect would taken upon himself to complete this 
set. of plans or make the necessary changes. I had personally very 
little, or practically nothing, to do with the negotiation of the actual 
contract; it was done by my subordinates. 

I do remember that I had correspondence with the Administra- 
tor, because he did not see why Robert & Co. should get more work out 
of the Government, considering the work they had recently gotten 
from other agencies. 

I explained to him what I just told you, that this was purely a 
matter of ethics, and there would be no other way out, than asking him 
to do the job. 

So, on that basis, the contract was negotiated. One reason that it 
was in the best interest of the Government to negotiate with the 
company, with Robert & Associates as architects, was because I am 
sure—at least I was told by my subordinates—that if we had to 
negotiate with other people, in case Robert & Associates declined to 
do the work, our fee would probably be close to twice what we got 
Robert to take it for. 

So, on that basis, I say no conflict of interest, as far as Strobel & 
Salzman were concerned, existed. 

The CHarrmMan. You say no conflict whatsoever ? 

Mr. Srropet. Of interest in letting this contract to Robert & 
Associates. 

The Carman. You felt, then, you should not have disqualified 
yourself ? 

Mr. Srropet. Well, the thought really never occurred to me. I 
could very well have done that. 

The CHatrman. You were head of a very large outfit handling 
millions and millions of dollars, and under the circumstances wouldn't 
the proprieties have dictated to you that you should have disqualified 
yourself, to say the least ? 

Mr. Strosen.. Well, the thought has occurred to me in the past that 
in selecting architects and engineers for these projects that are to 
come, there is bound to be cases where architects and engineers that 
I have known through Strobel & Salzman are due consideration by 
Public Buildings Service. And in such cases I will of course dis- 
qualify myself. 

The CHarman. Did you discuss with the Administrator your 
relationships with Robert & Co. ? 

Mr. Srrosen. I don’t think so. 

The CHarrman. Don’t you think you should have done that at 
east ? 

Mr. Stroset. I probably should have. 

The CHarrman. And do you think now, from hindsight, that you 
might well have disqualified yourself ? ‘ 

Mr. Stropex. I could very well have done that. 

The Cuarrman. Beg your pardon? 

Mr. Strosen. I could very well have done that. 
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The Cuarrman. Not that you could have, don’t you think that you 
should have? 

Mr. Srrozet. Well, on the basis of hindsight; yes. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Strobel, do you recall having a telephone con- 
versation on August 4, 1955, concerning this matter, with Mr. Man- 
sure? 

Mr. Srroset. Well, I don’t recall the date. It might have been in 
connection with the memorandum that had been written by the super- 
vising architect, explaining the situation regarding ethics among 
architects, as I tried to explain. 

Mr. Matetz. Do you recall that Mr. Mansure told you in the course 
of that conversation that there was a lot of criticism on the project in 
Atlanta because of Chip Robert ? 

Mr. Srroset. He might have said that; yes. 

Mr. Maerz. Who is Chip Robert? 

Mr. Srroset. That is Mr. Robert, the senior partner of Robert Asso- 
ciates. 

Mr. Maerz. You you know what the nature of the criticism was? 

Mr. Strose. No. 

Mr. Materz. Mr. Strobel, I show you a transcript of a telephone 
conversation which you made available to the committee, between 
yourself and Mr. Mansure dated August 4, 1955. 

The CuHarrman. We want to tell the gentleman from Rochester, 
N. Y., how nonpartisan this hearing is. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Strobel, is that an accurate transcript of 
your conversation ? ; 

Mr. Srroper. I can’t guarantee to that, that depends on the girl. 

Mr. Martz. Was this transcript made by your secretary ? 

Mr. Srropet. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Matetz. Now, let me read only one part of this transcript. We 
will refer to the other part at a later time in this hearing. 


Mr. Mansvure. What about HEW in Atlanta? 


_I take it he was referring to the Health, Education, and Welfare 
Communicable Diseases Center in Atlanta. 

Mr. Srrosex. Right. 

Mr. Matetz (reading) : 

What about HEW in Atlanta, a lot of criticism on that, Chip Robert? 

STROBEL. This is probabhy the only project on which we will use existing plans. 
More criticism from AIA and architects in general if we do not handle this way. 

MANSURE. These contracts were signed 2 years ago. 

Srropev. Right. 

MANSuRE. Can we write letter to that effect to these people? 

STROBEL. Yes. 

MANSURE. Call me if you need me for meeting tomorrow. 

There is another reference, but we will come to that. 

Now, Mr. Strobel, what was the nature of the criticism concerning 
Chip Robert ? 

Mr. Srroset. Well, Mr. Mansure did not explain that, and I don’t 
know. 

Mr. Materz. Well, Mr. Mansure indicated some misgivings about 
giving this contract to Robert & Co., did he not? 

Mr. Srroset. That is right. I can take a guess as to what he re- 
ferred to. 

Mr. Matetz. Would you hazard that, Mr. Strobel ? 
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Mr. Srroset. And I mentioned that before, that Mr. Robert has 
participated very liberally in Federal projects at the present time. 

Mr. Keating. Maybe Mansure thought he had enough. 

Mr. Srropet. It may be; yes. 

Mr. Fine. You mean projects not under your jurisdiction ? 

Mr. Srropen. Not under my jurisdiction. 

Mr. Keratine. Who negotiated this project for $380,000? 

Mr. Srrosev. That would be my predecessor, Mr. Reynolds. 

Mr. Keating. Was he a career man in the Government ? 

Mr. Srropev. He was a career man, 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Mansure asked, did he not, in the course of 
this conversation whether you could write a letter to that effect to those 
people, and your reply was yes, presumably referring to the people 
who had made criticism, is that right ? 

Mr. Srropen. No; I can’t say that is so. Actually I don’t exactly 
know who he meant by “these people,” and I wrote no letters. 

Mr. Materz. You wrote no letters? 

Mr. Srropet. No lettersin that regard. 

Mr. Maerz. You said that you would write these letters, but you 
did not? 

Mr. Srrozet. I did, but I did not. 

Mr. Marerz. And you have no idea as to who these people were that 
Mr. Mansure was referring to? 

Mr. Srropet. No idea, and also in the dark as to the specific refer- 
ence of the criticism. 

The Cuatrman. During the conversation you had with Mr. Mansure 
you didn’t tell him of your previous relations with Robert ? 

Mr. Srrosez. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Maerz. At the time you had this conversation with Mr. Man- 
sure on August 4, 1955, you had not submitted a list of your clients 
to Mr. Mansure, had you? 

Mr. Srrosen. No. I think it might have been in the works. 

Mr. Kratine. I was going to ask, as I get the picture in the Robert 
transaction, there wasn’t any other reputable architect in that com- 
munity or vicinity or anywhere who would take on finishing a piece 
of this contract when Robert had had it up to date, that was your 
position ¢ 

Mr. Srroset. That is right. That was our position. 

Mr. Keating. And that is governed by the code of ethics of archi- 
tects ¢ 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 

Mr. Krarine. Now, if, for instance, Robert & Co. folded up and 
wasn’t any longer in existence, and you had to go somewhere else, 
then it would have cost you a figure twice as much, because they would 
have had to go over all these pinta in order to mesh the new plans 
into the old plans, is that right 

Mr. Srrosev. That is correct. 

Mr. Keratine. Let me ask you this. You said that from hindsight, 
if you had to do it over again, you probably would have disqualified 
yourself as to this $24,000 contract. No. 1, as I understand your 
testimony, you didn’t negotiate it, you signed the contract, but you had 
little to do with any details of negotiating it. 

Mr. Srrosev. That is right. 

Mr. Keating. If you had then 
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The CuarrmMan. Wait aa minute. I don’t think you ought to put 
words in the mouth of the witness. 

Mr. Keattna. I am asking him. I don’t know anything about it. 
I understood that was what he said. 

Mr. Srrose.. That is correct. I had no dealings setting the amount 
of money to be paid for the service. 

Mr. Keatrne. That was all handled by your subordinates ? 

Mr. Srroset. That was handled by my subordinates. 

The Cuarrman. But you had dealings. 

Mr. Srroset. No. I think I only saw a representative of the com- 
pany after the contract fee had been negotiated, then this particular 
representative was brought into my office by my subordinates. 

Mr. Kratine. You see, Mr. Chairman, I didn’t put any words in 
his mouth, you put them. 

I want to follow that up. If you had been negotiating the original 

$383,000 contract anew, would you have disqualified yoursel / Q 

Mr. Srrozex. I wouldn’t have been negotiating with that company. 
That would then have been done on the basis of selection that I 
described the other day. We would then ask for information from 
all the registered architects in the area deemed necessary to canvass, 
and a rating on the basis of qualifications would have been made. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Strobel, do you recall writing a memorandum to 
the Administrator on August 12, 1955, setting forth the reasons why 
this contract should be negotiated with Robert & Co. ? 

Mr. Srrosev. I recall sending to the Administrator a letter that was 
written to me by the supervising architect. 

Mr. Maerz. Let me show you a document dated August 12, 1955, 
purporting to be a 

Mr. Srroset. I may have written a directive myself 

Mr. Maerz. A memorandum from you to the Administrator. 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. Was that a memorandum that you wrote to the 
Administrator / 

Mr. Srropex. That is a memorandum that includes the arguments 
that were given to me by the supervising architect. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, when you wrote this memorandum on August 
12, 1955, to the Administrator recommending Robert for the reasons 
that you set forth, had you advised the Administrator that Strobel 
& Salzman had business relationships with Robert & Co.? 

Mr. Srroset. I don’t think so. It is possible I did, but I can’t 
remember. 

Mr. Materz. I offer this document in evidence. 

Mr. Fine. Is that what he testified to this morning ? 

Mr. Maerz. So that there is no misunderstanding, the memoran- 
dum might be read. It is to the Administrator from the Commis- 
sioner of Public Buildings. The subject is Revision in Working 
Drawings and Specific ations, Communicable Disease Center, Atlanta, 
Ga. 

During the week of August 15, I propose to call a principal of the firm of 
Robert & Co. Associates to Washington for the purpose of negotiating a supple- 
mental contract for certain revisions in drawings completed by them in July 
1954. The revisions are within the category of additions which have been 


requested by the Public Health Service subsequent to the completion of the draw- 
ings. 
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It would be impracticable to utilize the services of any other firm for this 
additional work for the following reasons: 

1. No reputable architect would take the drawings of another architect at 
this stage and make the changes required by the Public Health Service. 

2. If you could find a firm willing to undertake this work, the fee paid them 
would, of necessity, be much larger than a fee which we would pay to Robert & Co. 
for the identical work. Robert & Co. has all the basic figures upon which they 
prepared their structural and mechanical designs. Any other firm taking on 
the project cold would be required to reestablish the basic figures prior to extend- 
ing mechanical and structural systems already designed by Robert & Co. 

The estimated cost of the additional work which includes air conditioning, 
animal runs, additional elevator, emergency generator, and an extension to one 
of the bays is estimated to cost approximately $488,000. This figure was included 
in the prospectus approved by the Bureau of the Budget and the congressional 
committees. Our fee curve indicates that Robert & Co. should receive a fee of 
between $23,000 and $25,000 for this work. 


(The document referred to is as follows :) 


Aveust 12, 1955. 
The Administrator, Commissioner of Public Buildings. 
Revision in Working Drawings and Specifications, Communicable Disease Cen- 
ter, Atlanta, Ga. 

During the week of August 15, I propose to call a principal of the firm of 
Robert & Co. Associates to Washington for the purpose of negotiating a supple- 
mental contract for certain revisions in drawings completed by them in July 
1954. The revisions are within the category of additions which have been 
requested by the Public Health Service subsequent to the completion of the 
drawings. 

It would be impracticable to utilize the services of any other firm for this 
additional work for the following reasons: 

1. No reputable architect would take the drawings of another architect at 
this stage and make the changes required by the Public Health Service. 

2. If you could find a firm willing to undertake this work, the fee paid them 
would, of necessity, be much larger than a fee which we would pay to Robert & 
Co. for the identical work. Robert & Co. has all the basic figures upon which 
they prepared their structural and mechanical designs. Any other firm taking 
on the project cold would be required to reestablish the basic figures prior to 
extending mechanical and structural systems already designed by Robert & Co. 

The estimated cost of the additional work which includes air conditioning, 
animal runs, additional elevator, emergency generator, and an extension to one 
of the bays is estimated to cost approximately $488,000. This figure was included 
in the prospectus approved by the Bureau of the Budget and the congressional 
committees. Our fee curve indicates that Robert & Co. should receive a fee of 
between $23,000 and $25,000 for this work. 

}’, A. STROBEL. 


Mr. Marerz. Let me ask you this: You state here that you yourself 
proposed to call a principal of the firm of Robert & Co. to negotiate 
the contract. 

Mr. Srroset. Well, that has to do with the normal procedure. As 
head of the service, I am put in there—no, as I explained before, it 
was done by my subordinates. 

Mr. Materz, Is it correct that you called Robert & Co., or a 
representative of Robert & Co., to Washington, but that one of your 
subordinates negotiated the details? 

Mr. Srropeu. I did not personally call them, I don’t know in what 
form it was done; it is generally being done by the head of the Design 
and Construction Division. Officially it is done in the name of the 
Commissioner. 

Mr. Fine. Under the circumstances described in that memorandum, 
then, it wasn’t necessary for you to tell Mr. Mansure that your firm 
had had any business dealings with Robert & Associates? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 
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The Cuarrman. I have to make a comment there. I think you 
should have told him regardless of what the gentleman from thew 
York said. 

Mr. Fine. I might tell the chairman that I disagree with him on 
this problem. And I think the answer was given to Mr, Keating 
when Mr. Keating posed the question as to what, if this was a new 
contract, you would have done. And your answer there was proper, 
you said that you would have disqualified yourself. 

Mr. Srroper. I might explain here the reference to the fee curve, 
and also the fact—first, the letter explains that if another firm would 
have to pick up this work, they would have, let us say, a much harder 
time of doing that; it would cost them more time and more manpower 
and money to do the same work that Robert could do much easier, 
because they were familiar with the original plans. 

And that is why it was in the best interest of the Government to 
have this work done for the smallest fee possible. 

Mr. Materz. I would like to turn after a while to another subject 
involving contract matters. But, before that, 1 would like to ask you 
about a Corps of Engineers contract which Strobel & Salzman had. 

Mr. Strobel, do you recall that on March 31, 1954, one day before you 
became a Government employee, you, on behalf of Strobel & Salzman, 
negotiated a contract with the Corps of Engineers for the preparation 
of drawings and specifications for helicopter hangars for a fee of 
371,050? 

Mr. Srrozet. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. You recall, do you not, that the contract became effec- 
tive on April 22, 1954? 

Mr. Srrosex. I think that is correct. However 

Mr. Materz. That was after you were appointed to the Government 
service ? 

Mr. Srropet. However, the fee was accepted by a representative of 
the Corps of Engineers on March 31. 

Mr. Maerz. And the written contract became—— 

Mr. Srroget. And then after such a fee has been established, it 
always takes a certain amount of time to get the documents prepared. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, did you inform the Corps of Engineers when 
you negotiated the contract on March 31, 1954, that you were becoming 
a Government employee on the next day? 

Mr. Strroret. No; I am sure I did not. 

Mr. Materz. Did it at any time come to your attention that it has 
been a longstanding policy of the Corps of Engineers that it will not 
negotiate or let a contract to any concern owned or controlled by any 
(Government employee, regardless of what agency he is employed by, 
or regardless of the position he holds. 

Mr. Strosper. That was not known to me at the time. I found that 
out, oh, I think it was about a year later, that that was their policy. 

Mr. Materz. Now I show you a document dated May 17, 1954, and 
ask you whether this is a true and accurate copy of a letter that your 
tirm received from General Tulley, of the Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Srropew. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, there are two handwritten entries in this letter. 
Let me ask you whether this is your handwriting ? 
Mr. Srropex. I would have to see it again. 
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Mr. Macerz. I think you have a photostatic copy, and it is much 
more legible than our photostatic copy. 

Mr. Ross. Handwritten on the letter, you say ? 

Mr. Mauerz. Yes. 

Mr. Ross. We have the original; it doesn’t have that on it. You 
mean down at the bottom ? 

Mr. Maerz. Down at the bottom there is a handwritten entry. 

Mr. Srropet, I can’t read it. It is illegible. 

Mr. Materz. Is that your handwriting ¢ 

Mr. Srrosex. I doubt that very much. 

Mr. Materz. That does not look like your handwriting ? 

Mr. Srrosex. I doubt that very much. 

Mr. Maerz. Doesn’t that handwriting state, in effect, that the 
contract 

Mr. Keating. Wait a minute. Are we going into that? I don’t 
know what is on that document, but you have the original here, and 
there is no handwriting on it. If somebody has been monkeying with 
these documents 

The CuHairmMan. Wait a minute. Nobody is monkeying with any 
documents. 

Mr. Krai11ne. How do you know they are not. 

Mr. Ross. We have the original here, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. Where did you get this photostatic copy from, 
Mr. Maletz? 

Mr. Materz. From Mr. Schwarz, of Strobel & Salzman. That was 
a photostat made from a photostatic copy which was found in the files 
of Strobel & Salzman. 

Mr. Ross. Mr. Chairman, I have here a photostat—I don’t know 
where it came from—a white photostat—— 

Mr. Maerz. That is right. 

Mr. Ross. It has some scribbling on the bottom, but I can’t read 
that, either. 

Mr. Materz. Can you identify that? 

Mr. Srroset. It is no better. 

Mr. Materz. Is that your handwriting, Mr. Strobel? 

Mr. Srroset, It is no better. 

The Cuatrman. Is it Mr. Salzman’s handwriting ? 

Mr. Srrosex. I don’t think so. It could be anybody’s. 

Mr. Materz. It is not your handwriting, is it? 

Mr. Kearina. It is not in the chairman’s handwriting, is it? 

Mr. Srropet, It is very difficult for me to identify a handwriting 
that I can’t read. 

Mr. Materz. Is it your testimony that this handwriting was in the 
document that you have? 

Mr. Ross. How is that? 

Mr. Materz. I asked Mr. Strobel whether it is his testimony that 
this handwriting appears in the document which he has now furnished 
the committee. 

Mr. Ross. Mr. Chairman, I gave—— 

The CHarrmMan. Just a minute, 

Is Mr. Schwarz in the room ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes, sir. 
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The CHarrman. Will you step forward and raise your right hand. 
Do you solemnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing 
but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF SOL SCHWARZ, NEW YORK, N. Y. 


The CuHarrman. Just give your name and your affiliation with the 
company. 

Mr. Scuwarz. My name is Sol Schwarz, S-c-h-w-a-r-z is the last 
name. I am the business manager for the firm of Strobel & Salzman, 
New York. 

The Cuarrman. And you have furnished certain documents to the 
committee ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I did. 

The CHarrMan. I show you this photostatic copy of a communica- 
tion. Did you furnish that to the committee? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I do not remember. 

The Cuarrman. Did you furnish that to the committee? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I do not remember furnishing a photostat of this 
document to Mr. Maletz. 

Mr. Maerz. Let me ask you this, Mr. Schwarz. Did you furnish 
me that document ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I cannot say positively. 

The CuatrmMan. Can you say you did not furnish it to him? 

Mr. Scuwarz. As far as I know I did not. 

Mr. Maerz. As far as you know you did not. Now, Mr. Strobel, 
can you tell me how Mr. Robb happened to have that document ? 

The Cuamman. Let Mr. Schwarz answer. 

Mr. Scuwarz. I think I can answer that. 

The CHatrman. How did Mr. Robb have the photostatic copy of 
the document ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Monday of this week I went to Mr. Maletz’ office 
to pick up the copies of the documents which I left with him at the 
time when he was in our office in August or September, whatever that 
date was. And the photostatic copy—a photostatic copy of this docu- 
ment was included with those papers which I picked up in his office. 

The CHarmman. And Mr. Robb got a copy and Mr. Maletz got a 
copy ¢ 

Mr. Scuwarz. Mr. Robb made copies of all of the documents which 
I received from Mr. Maletz, and this document is included in it. 

The CHatrmMan. So Mr. Robb got the same number of documents 
that Mr. Maletz got, and that white photostat is the counterpart of 
this black photostat ? 

Mr. Keating. You are putting words in his mouth. 

The Cuarrman. That is what it is. 

I ask you to look at it and see. 

Mr. Fine. He said Mr. Robb made photostats. 

The CHairman. I hand you the counterpart of what you have in 
your hand there. 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes; it is the counterpart of this one. 

The CuatrmMan. And Mr. Robb has the white sheet and we have the 
black one; is that correct? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct; yes. 
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The CHamman. Are there any notations on that letter in your 
handwriting, either black or white? 

Mr. ScuHwarz. None of the notations on this document are in my 
handwriting. 

Mr. Maerz. And Mr. Strobel, no notations on that document are 
in your handwriting ? 

Mr. Srrosev. If I could read it I could testify to that, but it is very 
vague. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Schwarz, let me ask you whether that document 
came from your files? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I do not know where it could come from our files. 
I have no occasion to make photostatic—I had no occasion to make 
photostatic copies of the original, so therefore I did not know any 
reason why it should have been in my file. It might have been, 
though, I do not know for sure. 

Mr. Materz. And you can’t identify the handwriting, Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Srroset. I cannot. 

Mr. Materz. We will pass on. 

The Cuatmrman. The letter was received by Strobel & Salzman; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Ross. Could I have back the original, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Chairman, I don’t wish to be a witness, but perhaps I might 
help you on this matter. As I understand it, Mr. Maletz took certain 
papers or was given certain papers by Mr. Schwarz in New York, 
and I believe he had those papers phostostated. At all events, Mr. 
Maletz was kind enough to give Mr. Schwarz the other day the papers 
which he had, and in some cases they were photostats. 

When they came to my office I wished to have another copy of them 
made, and I had them photostated. I did not get the original of this 
contract until yesterday when I had it sent down from New York. 

Now, when and where and by whom these chicken tracks got on this 
eure I don’t know, but they aren’t on the original which I had in my 
land, 

Mr. Kratino. I want to go on record that that is not in my hand- 
writing. 

Mr. Ross. Nor mine, Mr. Keating. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Kilroy was here again. 

Mr. Fine. Mr. Chairman, I would like to know whether or not 
the photostats that Mr. Maletz prepared and turned over to Mr. 
Schwarz contained these notations at the time they were turned back 
to Mr. Schwarz. 

Mr. Materz. I have received a number of documents from Mr. 
Schwarz 

Mr. Frvxz. Excuse me? 

Limiting yourself to the original of the letter, you got a letter, 
didn’t you, the original letter, didn’t you? 

Mr. Materz. It was not an original letter; it was a white photostat 
which I received from Strobel & Salzman. And we sent that com- 
plete photostat to the Photo Service Office of the Library of Congress. 

Mr. Finz. That photostat, the white photostat that you got, do you 
recall whether it had any notations on it? 

Mr. Materz. I did. 
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The Cuatrman. It has them on it. Read them yourself and see. 
Mr. Keatrne. Are those the same notations that are on it now? 
The CuarrMan. They are the same as on the black one. 

Mr. Frnt. That is the question I would like Mr. Schwarz to answer, 
whether or not the white photostat he gave you—or did you give him 
a white photostat ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I don’t remember whether I did give him a white 
photostat. 

Mr. Fine. Do you recall whether the white photostat was the one 
which is now before Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. This white photostat is a photostat of another one 
which I received from Mr. Maletz on Monday. 

Mr. Fine. Did you give him that one, the one before you now? 

Mr. Scuwarz. [ do not remember whether this was given to Mr. 
Maletz. 

Mr. Fine. Were there any notations on there at the time you gave 
it to him? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I cannot read them, and I don’t know who wrote 
them; they are not in my handwriting. 

Mr. Keatine. I don’t think the Library of Congress would put 
anything like that on it. 

The CuHatrMan. You can step aside, Mr. Schwarz. 

Mr. Materz. On August 4, 1954, did Strobel & Salzman receive a 
letter from the Corps of Engineers stating that since Mr. Strobel 
is now in the Government service it is necessary to ascertain whether 
during his leave of absence from his company he had disassociated 
himself from all future partnership profits resulting from Govern- 
ment contracts, including the Army’s hangar contract ? 

Mr. Srropex. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. You did receive such a letter? 

Mr. Keatrine. Is that the letter we are talking about ? 

Mr. Srroset. I would like to see that letter. 

Mr. Materz. Mr. Strobel, I show you a document dated August 4, 
1954, and ask you whether this is a copy of the letter that Strobel & 
Salzman received from the Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Srroser. That is correct. 
Mr. Maerz. Would you read that letter, Mr. Strobel? 
Mr. Srroset. It is to Strobel & Salzman. 


GENTLEMEN : Reference—— 


The CuHarrman. What is the date of this? 
Mr. Srroper. August 4, 1954. 


Reference is made to the recent appointment of Mr. Strobel as Public Build- 
ings Commissioner and to the announcement by your firm that during his tenure 
of office your organization would be under the direction of Mr. Salzman. 

The architect-engineer information form submitted in connection with recent 
modification to contract No. DA 49-129-Eng-350 indicates Mr. Strobel as a 
partner. Inasmuch as Mr. Strobel is now in Government service, it is neces- 
sary to ascertain whether during his leave of absence from your company he has 
disassociated himself from all future partnership profits resulting from Goy- 
ernment contracts including the Army hangars contract. 

Your early reply will be appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. B. ZAcKRISON, 
Chief, Engineering Division, Military Construction. 


The Cuarrman. It will be received in evidence. 
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(The letter referred to is as follows :) 
AvGuST 4, 1954. 
STROBEL & SALZMAN, 
New York 18, N. Y. 

GENTLEMEN : Reference is made to the recent appointment of Mr. Strobel as 
Public Buildings Commissioner and to the announcement by your firm that 
during his tenure of office your organization would be under the direction of 
Mr. Salzman. 

The architect-engineer information form submitted in connection with recent 
modification to contract No. DA 49-129-Eng-350 indicates Mr. Strobel as a 
partner. Inasmuch as Mr. Strobel is now in Government service, it is necessary 
to ascertain whether during his leave of absence from your company he has 
disassociated himself from all future partnership profits resulting from Gov- 
ernment contracts including the Army hangars contract. 

Your early reply will be appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. B. ZACKRISON, 
Chief, Engineering Division, Military Construction. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Strobel, when was that letter of August 4 from 
the Corps of Engineers brought to your attention ? 

Mr. Srrozen. | think shortly after. 

Mr. Materz. Did it come to your attention that on September 16, 
1954, Mr. Schwarz was contacted by phone by the Corps of Engineers 
and directed to stop all work on the contract until there was clarifi- 
cation of your connection with the firm of Strobel & Salzman? 

Mr. Srropet. I think it did come to my attention. 

Mr, Maerz. Now, did you discuss this matter with Mr. Maxwell 
Elliott, General Counsel of GSA, and Mr. Moody, counsel for the 
Public Buildings Service ¢ 

Mr. Srrorew. I did. 

Mr. Materz. Do you recall what advice Mr. Elliott and Mr. Moody 
gave you’ 

Mr. Srroset. Well, they gave me a draft of the letter as an answer 
to this letter of August 4. 

Mr. Maerz. Did Mr. Elliott and Mr. Moody advise you that there 
appeared to be a question of ethics and public policy involved ? 

Mr. Srrospe.. It was discussed. 

Mr. Matetz. Did they also advise you that your situation possibly 
was in conflict with the ‘attitude of Congress as evidenced by their ac- 
tion in regard to certain officials of priv rate cor porations then recently 
appointed to public office? 

Mr. Srrovet. I would like you to repeat that question. 

Mr. Materz. Would you read that question, Mr. Reporter ? 

(The question was read by the reporter. ) 

Mr. Kreative. Did who advise him? 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Elliott and Mr. Moody of the GSA. 

Mr. Srrosen. This situation was discussed quite generally. 

The CuatrmMan. Did they so advise you? 

Mr. Stropet. They might have; yes, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you recall whether Mr. Elliott or Mr. Moody 
agreed that they would discuss the matter informally with Mr. John 
Adams, then General Counsel of the Army and Mr. Lee Rankin, of 
the Department of Justice ? 

Mr. Srroset. That is right. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, do you recall a subsequent discussion concern- 
ing this matter with Mr. Elliott and Mr. Moody in the course of which 
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they suggested that you prepare a complete written statement of your 
relations with the company of Strobel & Salzman which could then 
be submitted to the Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Srrosex. Yes, they-might have done that, though no complete 
written statement was made by me at that time. 

The CuHamman. You did not make a written statement subse- 
qn q 

Mr. Srropev. I beg your pardon? 

The CuamrMan. You did not follow it up with a written statement ? 

Mr. Srroset. No; the only written statement would be the one 
that was dated August 30, 1955. 

Mr. Maerz. Did Mr. Elliott and Mr. Moody indicate that after 
discussing the matter with Mr. John Adams, Mr. John Adams, the 
Army’s General Counsel, had suggested that you send to the Army 
2 written statement ‘ 

Mr. Srroset. I don’t recall that. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you request Mr. Moody to prepare a rough outline 
draft of a statement setting forth your relations with Strobel & 
Salzman ? 

Mr. Srropez. He did. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you inform Mr. Elliott and Mr. Moody that you 
had made a complete disclosure of your situation to administration 
officials prior to your appointment, and had been advised by them 
that your situation was perfectly proper, and that no change therein 
Was necessary incident to your appointment? 

Mr. Keatinc. Mr. Chairman, I would not think of objecting to any 
of this line of testimony, I just wonder whether we, as a Committee 
on the Judiciary are setting a rather bad precedent in going into all of 
this advice given by a lawyer to his client, and conversations between 
the client and the I: awyer. I have no obection to it, I just wonder how 
far counsel thinks we ought to pursue it. 

The CHarrman. These are Government counsel, and this is a ques- 
tion of good faith of the witness. I can’t see how it impinges upon 
that question 

Mr. Keating. In a court of law obviously it wouldn’t be admissible. 

The CHarrman. It would be under the court rules. Mr. Moody 
and Mr. Elliott were not personal counsel to Mr. Strobel, they were 
counsel for the Government in its various branches. That is quite 
a different relationship. They were not personal counsel. 

Mr. Keartine. That is true. 

The CHarrman. Were these lawyers your personal counsel? 

Mr. Srropen. No, sir; they were not. 

Mr. Keatine. But still it would be inadmissible in court. But I 
won't object to it. Go as far as you like. 

Mr. Materz. I wonder whether, Mr. Strobel, you would answer the 
question ? , 

The CHarrman. You had better read it. 

(The question was read by the reporter.) 

Mr. Fine. The question, Mr. Chairman, if I might submit, is so 
broad that I just don’t know what the answer would produce. 

The Cuarrman. Let the witness answer as best he may. They have 
this whole memorandum, we can put the whole memorandum in the 
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record of the conversations, if you wish. We are trying to be fair to 
the witness. f b 

If you want to put the memorandum in the record, we will doit. It 
is rather damaging to the witness. I want to be fair with him and ask 
him what his recollection is. 

Mr. Krattne. You are going to put the memorandum in any way. 

The CHamman. Not necessarily. I want to see what is the answer. 

Mr. Strosex. The answer is that I am sure that I made clear to 
them that my private interest had been discussed. And as I testified 
the other day, the Administrator knew about my affiliation with 
Strobel & Salzman, and that I was giving up active management of 
that firm. 

The Cuatrman. When you use the word “administration,” what do 
you mean by it? 

Mr. Srrozet. Administrator. 

The Cuarrman. Administrator, Mr. Mansure? 

Mr. Srropst, Mr. Mansure? 

Mr. Maerz. Was Mr. Mansure the “Administration official” to 
whom you were referring in your discussion with Mr. Elliott and Mr. 
Moody ? 

Mr. Srroser. Well, I don’t know. 

Mr. Materz. Did you ever submit to the Corps of Engineers a com- 
plete written statement of your relations with Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Srroset. Did I submit? 

Mr. Materz. Yes. 

Mr. Srrosext. Oh, I did not. 

Mr. Maerz. Why not? 

Mr. Srrosex. The subject was discussed with Legal Counsel Adams 
of the Army. And subsequent to that the letter of Mr. Zackrison was 
not withdrawn, but Strobel & Salzman were permitted to proceed with 
the work. 

Mr. Maerz. Without disassociating yourself? 

Mr. Srrose.. Without my disassociating myself, and without me 
ever filing any written statement. 

The Cuarrman. Get this clear. You received a communication 
from the Corps of Engineers that the work had been stopped; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Srrovet. I think I was informed later on that they had accepted 
the work; I am not too clear on that. 

The Cuarrman. And then after these conferences and your con- 
versations with Mr. Moody and Mr. Elliott, who in turn had spoken 
to Mr. Adams, you were permitted to continue the work; is that cor- 
rect ? 

Mr. Srroset. Well, actually I heard no further about it. And the 
office was permitted to proceed. 

The Cuarrman. But then the work after that continued ? 

Mr. Srroset. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. Was Strobel & Salzman paid for the service? 

Mr. Srrosex. Strobel & Salzman were paid for the services, and the 
project was completed. 

The Cuatrman. Now, did you participate in the profits of that 
contract? Did the proceeds go to you? 

Mr. Srroset. The proceeds went into Strobel & Salzman. 





oe 


re | 


bead & C4 


— 


st 








mre RO.’ 


© 





CONFLICT OF INTEREST 95 


The Cuamman. It went into the profits of Strobel & Salzman, and 
you participated in whatever the profits were? jst 

Mr. Srroset. In whatever has been paid and has been distributed 
as of December 31. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, after your discussions with Mr. Elliott and Mr. 
Moody, is it not true that after some time passed, without any further 
developments, that Mr. Moody inquired of you as to what, if anything, 
you had done about the problem you had with the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Srroset. He might have inquired. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you tell Mr. Moody that you had conferred with 
your advisers and had decided upon a course of action with the Corps 
of Engineers somewhat different than had been discussed with Mr. 
Elliott and Mr. Moody ? 

Mr. Srrosew. I don’t recall that. It is possible. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you recall an interview I had with you on Septem- 
ber 13, 1955, Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Srrosex. Right. 

Mr. Materz. Do you recall that you stated to me that you first dis- 
cussed this matter with the individual who had recommended you 
for your Government position originally ? 

Mr. Srrosex. I might have said that; yes. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you recall that you said to me that this individual, 
whom you referred to as your adviser, said he would make inquiries 
concerning the matter and have the matter straightened out ? 

Mr. Srrogext. That is possible. I don’t recall all the events ver- 
batim. 

Mr. Marerz. Who was this adviser to whom you were referring 
that discussed the matter with you ? 

Mr. Srropet. Beg your pardon? 

Mr. Marerz. Who was the individual or adviser to whom you were 
referring ? 

Mr. Srroset. Well, that could have been my friend. 

Mr. Maerz. And who was it? 

The Cuatrman. Who is that? 

Mr. Srroset. That might have been Mr. Harry Smith. 

Mr. Keatine. The same one that you mentioned the other day? 

Mr. Srrozet. That is right. z 

Mr. Maerz. Did Mr. Smith tell you that he would go to the Corps 
of Engineers and get the matter straightened out ? 

Mr. Srropet. No; he did not say that, I am sure. 

The Cuairman. Well, the matter was straightened out; wasn’t it? 

Mr. Srropen. The matter was straightened out. 

The Cuarrman. Do you know who straightened it out? 

Mr. Srrosext. As far as I know, Mr. Adams straightened it out. 

~ CuarrMAN. As far as you know Mr. Adams straightened it 
out ¢ 
1 and Srropem Yes; after he had talked with Mr. Moody and Mr. 

‘lliott. , 

The Cuarrman. Did Mr. Adams know about the letter that was in 
the record about the protest to the Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Srrosev. I cannot answer for that. 

Mr. Marerz. Did Mr. Smith indicate to you that he would 
straighten the matter out with the Corps of Engineers, and that it 
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wouldn’t be necessary for you to disassociate yourself from the profits 
in connection with the Corps of Engineers’ contract ? 

Mr. Srrosev. I am not sure as to that. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you discuss that with Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Srrosex. I might have done that. 

Mr. Materz. Do you recall now whether or not you did? 

Mr. Srroseu. I probably did; yes. 

Mr. Maerz. And what was the nature of your discussion with 
Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Srrozet. That, I don’t think I can remember, but it must have 
been in connection with the request made by the Army. 

The Cuarrman. That is, the discussion very likely was that you 
would like to continue with this contract, and continue also with 
your interest in Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Srroset. When I took office, I had set up certain rules to govern 
Strobel & Salzman. One of the basic rules was that they, of course, 
in no way whatsoever could have anything to do with work coming 
out of the GSA. But at that time I thought the office would have a 
right to do work for other Government agencies. 

However, this contract we are talking about, which was negotiated 
before I took office, is the only prime contract the office has done. No 
other contract has been negotiated with any other Government agency. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, when did you discuss that with Mr. Smith ? 

Mr. Srrosex. I don’t know. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you discuss it once, twice, or a number of times. 

Mr. Srrosex. I can’t answer to that, because I don’t see that gentle- 
man very often, living down here. 

Mr. Materz. Did you request Mr. Smith to do anything about this 
matter ¢ 

Mr. Srrosex. No; I don’t think I did, because it was being handled 
by our lawyers here. 

The Cuarrman. By your lawyer, you mean Mr.—— 

Mr. Srroset. The GSA lawyers. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you not tell the GSA lawyers that you had decided 
to handle the Corps of Engineers matter, a different way ¢ 

Mr. Srrosex. I might have said that, but to my recollection it was 
not done. 

The CuHarrman. What did you mean by a different way ? 

Mr. Srrosex. Well, I might have gotten my own legal advice to 
handle this problem. 

The Cuarrman. And you did, through Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Srropex. He is not a lawyer. 

Mr. Maerz. What was the reason why you would discuss the 
matter with Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Srrosext. Well, I don’t know of any specific reason. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you tell me this, that this individual, your adviser, 
told you that he would make inquiries concerning this matter ? 

Mr. Srrosex. I might have told you that, but as far as it worked out, 
T don’t think he did, or I don’t know if he did. 

Mr. Maerz. Was it a correct statement when you made it to me? 

Mr. Srropex. I don’t know. 

Mr. Maerz. But you do say that you did tell me—— 

Mr. Srroset. I had discussions. 
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Mr. Materz. That your adviser, Mr. Smith, told you that he would 
make inquiries concerning this matter? 

Mr. Stropex. Yes; I might have said that. 

Mr. Maerz. And did you also tell me that your adviser said that 
he would endeavor to get the matter straightened out with the Corps 
of Engineers? 

Mr. Strosev. Well, I might have said that. As I said before, I don’t 
think he did anything whatsoever for me. 

Mr. Maerz. How did you know that? 

Mr. Srropet. Because I think it was settled after Mr. Elliott and 
Mr. Moody talked with Mr. Adams. 

Mr. Maerz. The matter was eventually straightened out? 

Mr. Srrosex. It was straightened out, and we were permitted to 
complete the contract. 

Mr. Maerz. To your knowledge, did Mr. Smith do anything what- 
soever to straighten this matter up? 

Mr. Srrosex. I don’t believe he did. 

Mr. Materz. Did he tell you that he would do something to 
straighten the matter out ? 

Mr. Srrosev. He might have said that, I don’t know. 

Mr. Matprz. He might have. 

Mr. Srropet. Yes; he might have. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you recall whether or not he indicated what steps 
he would take to straighten the matter out? 

Mr. Srropeit. No; I don’t recall that. 

The Cuarrman. Is Mr. Lawton present ? 


Mr. Lawton, step forward. Take the stand, Mr. Lawton. 


TESTIMONY OF EDWIN H. LAWTON—Resumed 


The Cuamman. You were sworn yesterday. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Lawton, have you prepared a detailed statement 
concerning your knowledge of the selection of Petroff and Chapman, 
Evans & Delehanty ? 

Mr. Lawton. I did. 

Mr. Materz. Do you have the statement before you ? 

Mr. Lawron. I do. 

The CuHarrMan. Would you care to read it ? 

Mr, Lawton. Read the entire statement ? 

The CHarrMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lawton. I, Edwin H. Lawton, make this statement in order to 
clarify my answers to questions asked by Herb Maletz, counsel for 
the House Judiciary Subcommittee on October 27, 1955. 

I occupy the position of deputy regional director for the Public 
Buildings Service, region 2, New York, N. Y., and have been deputy 
or acting deputy since 1950. I supervise the operations of a design 
and construction division, a buildings management division, a real 
estate division, a real property disposal division, and an office of 
the National Industrial Reserve Division. 

My immediate superior to whom I am directly responsible is Mr. 
Walter F. Downey, regional director of the New York region. The 
Commissioner of Public Buildings, of course, is Mr. Strobel who 
supervises the technical operations of my office. 
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I have the authority as contracting officer to negotiate contracts for 
architectural service without the approval of any other individual. 
However, as a matter of practice I keep the regional director advised 
of any negotiations and I would not enter into such a contract without 
at least the oral approval of the regional director. Furthermore, 
when I have consulted with Mr. Strobel or his predecessor as Com- 
missioner of the Public Buildings Service, I have and would accept 
recommendations and suggestions from them relating to technical 
matters but would not necessarily be bound to exercise my authority 
as contracting officer upon their instructions. Since occupying the 

sition of deputy regional director or acting deputy regional director, 

BS, the New York region has entered into only two contracts for 
architectural service. 

The Cuarrman. At that point, as to the architectural services other 
than those two, those architectural services were rendered by your 
office ? 

Mr. Lawron. I didn’t hear the last part. 

The CuatmrMan. Other than the two contracts you have mentioned 
for architectural services, who performed architectural services 
required by your office? 

Mr. Lawton. Those services were performed by engineers employed 
by region 2. 

The CuarrmaANn. In other words, this was always done, aside from 
these two, by employees of the regional office ? 

Mr. Lawton. That is correct. 

Mr. Stroset. Mr. Chairman, may I make a comment in that respect. 
The reasons for all of a sudden, after 4 years, going out into private 
enterprise and looking for help from private architects and engineers, 
are several. ; 

First of all, it is a policy of ours to use private enterprise service to 
the fullest extent as compared to building up our own Federal payroll. 
The increased activity, which again is due to the increased amount 
of money that has been appropriated to our repair and construction 
program, is what has made it necessary in this case to go outside—and 
I can say that a similar situation exists at this time in other regions. 

The CHarrMan. Go ahead, Mr. Lawton. 

Mr. Lawton. In connection with my activities in the Real Estate 
Division, I participated in discussions for the relocation of the deten- 
tion quarters for the Immigration and Naturalization Service which, 
in the spring of 1954, were located on Ellis Island, New York City. 
INS intended to abandon Ellis Island on or before December 1, 1954, 
and requested my office to undertake alterations to 3 floors in the build- 
ing at 70 Columbus Avenue to provide facilities for housing, feeding, 
and necessary recreational activities of detainees. Preliminary esti- 
mates for the necessary alterations indicated a price of $448,742 and 
a completion date no earlier than May 31, 1955. 

This information was given to INS and to my central office—— 

The Cuamman. Waitaminute. The negotiations were in 1954, and 
the alterations were to be completed May 31, 1955? 

Mr. Lawton. No, sir; that was the estimated time under formal 
procedure for completing the design and the construction work. That 
was unsatisfactory to INS. They demanded that the work be com- 
pleted by December 1. 

Mr. Frnz. Of 1954? 
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Mr. Lawton. Of 1954. 
The CuHarmMaNn. That is, the conversations were held in the spring 
of 1954, and the Naturalization Service wanted to finish by December 1, 
1954? 

Mr. Lawton. Yes, sir. The negotiations, I believe, or the discus- 
sions, with INS began earlier in July, late June or early July. 

The CoarrMan. Allright, go ahead. 

Mr. Keatrne. And that completion by December 1, was the com- 
pletion of the whole building, not just the—— 

Mr. Lawton. That is right, sir, that was completed, ready to occu- 

ancy. 

: This information was given to INS and to my central office and re- 
sulted in new estimates being prepared for a lower price and earlier 
completion. The lowest estimate prepared was for $133,673 and I ad- 
vised INS that I did not desire to undertake the work within that 
aig limitation since the alterations would not prove satisfactory to 
INS. 

A meeting was scheduled between the Commissioner’s office and 
officials of the Justice Department and I was requested by the Com- 
missioner’s office to attend, prepared to present estimates for the 
proposed alterations. The meeting was held in the afternoon of 
August 26, 1954, in Mr. Strobel’s office and was attended by Mr. 
Loughlin and Mr. Ford of the Justice Department, Mr. Strobel, 
Mr. Nagle, and myself of GSA. 

In response to the urging of the Justice officials, Mr. Strobel 
decided the necessary alterations should be undertaken to provide 
detention quarters on the 10th, 11th, and 12th floors of 70 Columbus 
Avenue and to provide recreational facilities on the roof. 

A discussion of the estimates resulted in a decision to establish a 
target figure of $360,000. At the conclusion of the meeting Mr. 
Strobel and I discussed the steps necessary to start the work at the 
earliest possible moment. I do not recall that anyone else was present 
other than Mr. Strobel and myself. 

I requested copies of negotiated architectural and construction 
contracts to use as a guide in preparing the contracts for this project 
and Mr. Strobel directed Mr. Hunter by telephone to give me the 
necessary guides. Mr. Strobel then asked if I had in mind any 
architectural firms to be considered for this project. 

I replied in the negative stating that 1 was not familiar with 
architectural firms, and Mr. Sinchsl ania that Serge Petroff & Asso- 
ciates of New York City would be a good firm for this work as Mr. 
Petroff could get work out of his office in a hurry and was willing 
to undertake rush jobs. 

Mr. Materz. Did Mr. Strobel indicate then that Petroff was a 
client of Strobel & Salzman? 

Mr. Lawron. No, he did not. 

Mr. Marerz. If you had known that, what would you have done? 

Mr. Lawton. That is a very difficult question to answer, because 
it didn’t occur at that time. The only thing I can say is that if a 
definite irregularity had been brought to my attention concerning 
GSA policy or GSA regulations, I would have taken it up with my 
superiors. 
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Mr. Maerz. Now, suppose that Mr. Strobel had informed you 
then, at this August 1954 meeting, that Petroff was a client of Strobel 
& Salzman, what would you have done? 

Mr. Lawton. There again, I think the answer to that is very diffi- 
cult, without additional information, to just say that he was a client 
of Strobel & Salzman is not sufficient. 

Mr. Maerz. Would you have been concerned about the matter? 

Mr. Lawton. I would have needed additional information in that 
case as to his relationship with the firm. 

The Cuatrman. Go ahead. 

Mr. Lawton. However, Mr. Strobel did not state how or why he 
knew or believed that Mr. Petroff would undertake this rush job or 
any other rush job. Furthermore, Mr. Strobel did not indicate that 
he had had any discussion with Mr. Petroff concerning this project. 

Mr. Materz. In your judgment, how many other architectural firms 
in New York City would have been able and willing to do this job? 

Mr. Lawron. There are many architectural firms in New York City 
that are qualified to do this type of work, and would undoubtedly 
have been willing to undertake it. 

Mr. Materz. About how many? Can you give us an estimate? 

Mr. Lawron. An estimate is very difficult. I do not know how 
many firms there are in New York City. There are probably several 
hundred. 

Mr. Maerz. Would you say 50 or 100 firms would have been able 
to do this job? 

Mr. Lawton. Altogether, there are several hundred firms in New 
York City. They must be graded by qualification, too. 

Mr. Maerz. Would you say that a great number of architectural 
firms would have been willing to do this job under the same cir- 
cumstances ? 

Mr. Lawton. Depending upon the interpretation of “a great num- 
ber,” I would say that there were other firms that would have been 
willing to undertake it, probably. 

I suggested the firm of James L. King & Son, New York City, for 
the construction work as I knew that they were familiar with the 
administrative problems involved in a cost-plus-fixed-fee construction 
contract. I was familiar with King’s work through his performance 
on a similar contract at the Loeser warehouse, New York, in 1951. 
Mr. Strobel agreed that I should negotiate with King for the con- 
struction work. I did not discuss the fee which would be paid to 
Mr. Petroff and James L. King: & Son with Mr. Strobel although 
Mr. Hunter, after my meeting with Mr. Strobel, cautioned me that 
there was a limitation of percent of the construction cost for the 
architectural fee. 

Mr. Strobel and I agreed that the construction work would have 
to be started before completion of all the design work and that con- 
struction should be started as early as possible. Mr. Strobel then 
instructed me to return to New York that night and he said that he 
would have Mr. Petroff and a representative of James L. King & Son 
meet me in my office the following morning. He reiterated that to 
accomplish the work within the time limit established by INS the 
architect would have to start work immediately so that the weekend 
would be available to make 14-inch scale layout drawings for estimate 
purposes. 
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I infer that Mr. Strobel telephoned Mr. Petroff and James L. King 
& Son and made arrangements for them to come to my office on August 
27, since they both appeared on that date without any notification 
from me. I regarded this as agreement by Mr. Strobel that the two 
firms selected could satisfactorily perform the work; however, I do 
not consider that it was absolute instruction. Therefore, unless 
Petroff refused to take the job or some unforeseen circumstance devel- 
oped that would disqualify Petroff I intended to award the contract 
to Petroff. 

Mr. Maerz. When you left Mr. Strobel’s office on August 26 did 
you intend then to give this work to Petroff ? 

Mr. Lawton. I intended then to give the work to Petroff if nothing 
occurred to change my opinion. 

Mr. Maerz. In your judgment would you say that Mr. Strobel 
selected Petroff insofar as he was able to make a selection ? 

Mr. Lawton. I am not sure about the word “selection.” Mr. Strobel 
recommended Petroff. I departed from his office to discuss the project 
with Mr. Petroff and to make up my own mind at that time. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, suppose that Mr. Strobel had not suggested 
Petroff, what would you have done? 

Mr. Lawton. I would have had to make a selection upon my return 
to New York. 

Mr. Materz. When you left Mr. Strobel’s office did you consider 
awarding this contract to anybody but Petroff? 

Mr. Lawton. No, I had no reason to at that time. 

Mr. Materz. Why not? 

Mr. Lawton. Mr. Strobel had recommended Mr. Petroff to me, I had 
confidence in his knowledge of the firms in New York City, and I saw 
no reason to question it until I had talked with Petroff. 

The CuarrMan. You said that you do not consider that it was ab- 
solute instruction. Do you mean by that that there was an instruc- 
tion ? 

Mr. Lawron. I do not consider that it was an order to do business 
with Petroff to the exclusion of any other firm. 

The Cuatrman. But the fact that Mr. Strobel had had the con- 
versation with you and told you about Petroff, in view of the fact that 
Mr. Strobel was your superior, you felt that that was in instruc- 
tion, did you not? It might not have been absolute instruction, but 
it was an instruction. 

Mr. Keatine. You are putting the words in his mouth. 

The CuarrmMan. He used the words “absolute instruction.” I am 
trying to find out what he meant by it. 

Mr. Lawton. I meant by that that Mr. Strobel inferred that I was 
to do business with Petroff and not with any other firm. I welcomed 
the suggestion from Mr. Strobel because of the time problem involved 
in this work. 

Mr. Fine. Did you ask Petroff when you saw him the next day or the 
day after, or whatever time you saw him, whether he could complete 
the work within the time limit? 

Mr. Lawron. I did, and he agreed to undertake it. 

Mr. Fine. That was your inquiry of Mr. Petroff, the subject matter 
of your inquiry of Mr. Petroff? 

Mr. Lawton. Yes, that the work had to be undertaken within the 
deadline. And he agreed to try it. 
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Mr. Srropet. Mr. Chairman, I would like to recall the testimony of 
Mr. Lawton in this respect. The other day he said that he investi- 

ated the qualifications of Mr. Petroff, overlooked some of his draw- 
ings in order to satisfy himself as to his capacity and qualifications 
for doing this particular rush job. It was his decision, not mine. 

The Cuarrman. Proceed, Mr. Lawton. 

Mr. Lawron. Consequently, I did not consider any other archi- 
tects for this project. 

I discussed with Mr. Petroff the extent of the work required and 
asked him if he would accept the job. Mr. Petroff agreed to accept 
the job at a cost which was satisfactory to me. We further agreed 
to start work immediately and to provide preliminary plans the fol- 
lowing week. I entered into an oral contract with Mr. Petroff then 
and there but no fee was established. The contract was formalized 
and signed by Walter F, Downey, regional director, at a later date 
effective August 27, 1954, and stipulated $16,390 as Petroff’s fee. 

Mr. Materz. When this contract was formalized the project had 
been abandoned; is that right ? 

Mr. Lawron. That is true. 

Mr. Materz. Isn’t that rather odd? 

Mr. Lawron. It is odd under normal circumstances, but I want to 
point out that this particular job was not conducted under normal 
procedures. We were trying to do a job under requirement of INS 
with a time limitation that was very, very tight. 

Mr. Maerz. What I am trying to get at is this: You signed a 
contract, or your office signed a contract, with Mr. Petroff, after you 
had received instructions from Washington to abandon this project. 

Mr. Lawton. That is true. That was the consummation of. an old 
contract entered into with Petroff on the 27th of August. 

Mr. Materz. That was a contract—the effective Tate of the contract 
was made retroactive to August 27 ? 

Mr. Lawton. It was made effective to August 27. 

Mr. Keattne. You felt you would be going back on your word if 
you didn’t make a contract after having made that commitment? 

Mr. Lawton. That is right. 

The CHatrMan. Even after the work was abandoned he was in- 
formed that the work 

Mr. Keatrne. Sure, he had given his word. 

Mr. Lawton. Mr. Petroff had completed certain phases of the work, 
all of which is documented by his vouchers. 

Mr. Maerz. Couldn’t Petroff have billed Public Buildings Service 
for services rendered ? 

Mr. Lawron. He did bill them for services rendered in accordance 
with the terms of the contract. 

Mr. Maerz. What I am getting at is, assuming that a contract had 
not been formalized, couldn’t Petroff have still billed the Government 
for services rendered ? 

Mr. Lawron. Yes; he could. 

Mr. Materz. In other words, it was not necessary to have this formal 
contract. 

Mr. Lawron. I consider that it is very desirable to complete the 
formal contract in a case of that nature. 

Mr. Materz. Even after the entire project had been abandoned ? 
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Mr. Lawton. The fact that INS abandoned the project in the mid- 
dle of it was not our doing. 

Mr. Fine. Wasn’t the reason that you wanted the contract formal- 
ized to limit the additions and to put in writing the times that you 
had agreed upon with Mr. Petroff so that there wouldn’t be any 
additional change? 

Mr. Lawron. That contract was prepared in writing before the 
cancellation of the job, but it was not in shape for formal signature 
until after the actual cancellation date. 

Mr. Fine. There is one problem that I would like to have clarified, 
one situation, if you will. Counsel for the committee asked you the 
question, hypothetical question, as to what you would have done had 
you not had Petroff in mind when you came to New York. And you 
indicated that you would then have had to scout the market, or look 
for an architect. How long would that have taken you ? 

Mr. Lawron. It would take a month under normal conditions to 
select an architectural firm. It could not have been done that way 
for this job. 

Mr. Fine. It could not have been done? 

Mr. Lawron. It could not have been done if we were to follow the 
time limit set by INS. 

Mr. Frnz. So in the best interest of the Government you had to 
proceed the way you did? 

Mr. Lawton. It was in my opinion; yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. Here was a rush job, this was an emergency, and 
then in addition a number of architects, you said, could have been 
hired for the job. And then suddenly there is no rush about it, the 
job was abandoned. 

Mr. Keatine. That was abandoned by INS. 

Mr. Lawton. Abandoned by INS. 

The Cuatrman. Abandoned by INS? 

Mr. Lawton. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. So that the rush apparently was nullified by aban- 
doning it? 

Mr. Keatine. Yes. But this fellow Swing was swinging into action 
on the Public Buildings people and telling them, “You have got to 
get this out.” And they were trying to comply with what he wanted. 

Mr. Fine. I don’t want my question confused by the chairman. I 
was talking about your talking to Petroff that very next day and mak- 
ing arrangements with him orally. I am not talking about what hap- 
pened a few weeks later, I said if you hadn’t hired Petroff the next day 
how long would it have taken you to hire any architects? 

Mr. Lawton. To go through the normal procedure it would have 
taken a month, which we coal not afford on this job. Therefore, I 
would have had to do the same thing with an architectural firm. 

Mr. Fringe. And exactly what you did with Petroff would have been 
done with another firm ¢ 

Mr. Lawton. That is right. 

Mr. Fine. I am referring now to entering into the written contract 
even though INS had abandoned the project. 

Mr. Lawton. That is right; to stick within the time limit specified. 

The Cuarrman. Go ahead with your statement. 

Mr. Lawron. I also discussed with Mr. Bergen, representing James 
L. King & Son, the general construction requirements of the project 
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and asked if he was willing to undertake the work on a cost-plus- 
fixed-fee contract. Mr. Bergen agreed to undertake the work as soon 
as drawings and specifications became available with the understand- 
ing that such drawings and specifications would be furnished piece- 
meal and that certain phases of the work would be under construction 
while other phases were still in the design stage. The preparation of 
the construction contract was undertaken but was not consummated 
prior to the cancellation of the work by INS. 

On September 14, 1954, Mr. Strobel advised me by telephone to stop 
all construction work but to continue the design work. 

Mr. Materz. Excuse me, Mr. Lawton. Why did he ask you to 
continue the design work if the project was abandoned ? 

Mr. Lawron. I believe he did not have a complete abandonment 
order at that time. He was in contact with INS at the Washington 
level, and the abandonment order came later. 

On September 24, 1954, Mr. Strawser telephoned for Mr. Strobel ad- 
vising that INS had decided not to complete the alterations and that 
it would therefore be necessary to stop all design and construction 
work. As of the date of cancellation, Mr. Petroff ceased work on the 
project and was paid $9,200 for that portion of the work completed 
in accordance with the terms of the contract. The preliminary work 
performed by James L. King & Son was also canceled and their 
vouchers with a complete statement of the conditions were forwarded 
to the comptroller’s office, region 2, for payment. I have been advised 
that payment in the amount of $2,165.24 has been ap roved by GAO. 

There were no telephone discussions between myse f. and Mr. Strobel 
or anyone else in the central office between the meeting on August 26 
at which time it was determined to undertake the job and my con- 
tractual agreement with Mr. Petroff. I had no knowledge that either 
Mr. Petroff or James L. King & Son had been clients of or were 
negotiating for contracts with Mr. Strobel’s firm, Strobel & Salzman. 

The procedure in contracting with Mr. Petroff and James L. King 
& Son differed in this case from normal procedure only because of the 
time limitation for completion of the alterations as imposed on GSA 
by INS, and the instructions from Mr. Strobel to take immediate 
action. Under normal procedures and in the absence of instructions 
from Mr. Strobel, a list of architectural firms would have been pre- 
pared, a selection of the best qualified firm would have been made, and 
a written contract entered into prior to commencing the work. Fur- 
thermore, the contract for the construction work would have been exe- 
cuted on a competitive-bid basis. Such normal procedure would have 
required 5 months before construction work on the project could start, 
a loss of time which, on this project, was not feasible. This was the 
first negotiated architectural contract entered into by region 2 since 
I received appointment as deputy regional director in 1950. 

The Internal Revenue Service in consolidating the lower Manhat- 
ton district office selected the second and third floors of 201 Varick 
Street. Since this building is presently a warehouse considerable al- 
terations are required for conversion to office use. Since I did not 
have the engineer manpower available to undertake the design of the 
alterations I determined to contract the work to an architectural firm. 

In June 1955 I requested Mr. William Boyd, Assistant Division 
Chief, Construction and Repair Division, region 2, to provide me 
with a list of architectural firms qualified to design the alterations 
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required at 201 Varick Street from which a selection would be made. 
Mr. Boyd provided me with the names of York & Sawyer; Koepell & 
Koepell; Lorimer Rich; Chapman, Evans & Delehanty; and Serge P. 
Petroff, all of New York City. Koepell & Koepell were rejected by 
me in consultation with Mr. Boyd as being below the qualifications of 
the remaining four, all of which were considered to be on an equal 
level. I discussed the proposed alterations with each of the four firms 
and requested from them a lump-sum price for the work. ( 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Lawton, is it not correct—I don’t think this 
point was clarified yesterday—that Chapman, Evans, and Delehanty’s 
proposal initially was the highest. ut 

Mr. Lawton. That is indeterminate, in my opinion. 

Mr. Keatrne. He went all over that, and he said he couldn’t tell 
whether it was the highest. 

Mr. Lawton. Mr. Otis Poss, Acting Director, Design and Construc- 
tion Division, central office, subsequently advised me that my proce- 
dure was verging on competition between the architectural firms con- 
trary to policy of the American Institute of Architects, and advised 
me to select one firm and discuss a price with them. 

In the event that we were unable to arrive at a mutually agreeable 
price Mr. Poss stated I should then select another firm. I discussed 
the proposed firms with Mr. Michael Brennan, Chief, Construction 
and Repair Division, region 2, and Mr. Walter F. Downey, regional 
director, region 2, whereupon it was decided that since Mr. Petroff had 
had a contract with the office recently he should be eliminated from the 
list. 

The remaining three firms were then discussed and they being 
equal as regards qualifications, Mr. Downey advised me to start nego- 
tiations with the firm of Chapman, Evans & Delehanty. I then met 
with Mr. Delehanty and Mr. Downey, and Mr. Delehanty agreed to ac- 
cept the work for a fee of $40,000, which we had determined was a 
proper fee for the work. 

At no time during the negotiations with the architectural firms did 
I discuss the selection of Chapman, Evans & Delehanty with Mr. 
Strobel nor did I receive any communications from him either written 
or oral. Mr. Strobel’s office was advised by normal routine reports 
of the firms under consideration. I was not aware that any of these 
firms had been clients of Strobel & Salzman. 

Mr. Boyd advised me that he had selected the five architectural 
firms because he considered them well qualified to perform the work. 
Mr. Boyd advised that Mr. Delehanty, of Chapman, Evans & Dele- 
hanty, had visited his office some time previous to this award and - 
requested information concerning subsequent needs by GSA for archi- 
tectural services. 

Mr. Boyd was acquainted with the work of Serge Petroff through 
his performance on a previous contract and he was familiar with the 
qualifications of Koepell & Koepell but later determined, in discus- 
sion with me, that this latter firm was not as well qualified for this 
type of project. 

With regard to the fees submitted by the various architectural firms, 
Petroff submitted the low lump-sum figure of $40,000; Lorimer Rich 
submitted a figure of $45,000; York & Sawyer, $53,000; and Chap- 
man, Evans & Delehanty submitted an offer of 6 percent of construc- 
tion costs. This offer was indefinite and under such percentage 
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arrangement their fee would not be definitely known until construc- 
tion bids had been received. 

Mr. Frnz. May I ask a question? 

I just want to make sure, Mr. Lawton, that the statement which 
appeared in the press the other day be given its true meaning, if 
possible. The press said that Mr. Strobel was kept informed of nego- 
tiations with Cha man, Evans & Delehanty. Did you give Mr. Stroe- 
bel information about that firm ? 

Mr. Lawron. No, sir; that is an incorrect statement of it. The 
information that was sent to Mr. Stroebel’s office—and I do not know 
that it passed to his hands, but through his subordinates—in the letter 
eT was a list of firms which we had selected, the five original 

rms. 

Mr. Frvz. But as the job was being done, it was just in the normal 
course of your communications with the Washington office that you 
sent in this particular information as you did otherwise? 

Mr. Lawron. That is right. There was no further communication 
until after the award had been made. 

The Cuarrman. Any further questions? 

The committee will now adjourn until a quarter after 2. 

(Whereupon, at 1 p. m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene at 
2:15 p. m., of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Materz. Mr. Strobel, I would like to ask you a number of 
questions regarding your private and official relationship with the 
New York City architectural firm of De Young, Moscowitz & Rosen- 
berg and with Mr. Morton Blumenthal. 

First, do you know Mr. Blumenthal? 

Mr. Srrosper. Yes; I know him now. 

Mr. Maerz. How long have you known hin, sir? 

Mr. Srropez. I have probably known him a little more than a 
year. 

; Mr. Maerz. How did you happen to become acquainted with him ? 

Mr. Srropet. He was introduced to me by Mr. Mansure. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. who? 

Mr. Srropet. Mr. Mansure. 

Mr. Maerz. What is Mr. Blumenthal’s background ? 

Mr. Srroset. I know very little about that. 

The Cuatrman. Is he a lawyer? 

Mr. Srroseu. I don’t know. 

Mr. Maerz. What is his present business ? 

Mr. Srroseu. I don’t know. 

The Cuatrman. How often did you meet him in the past year? 

Mr. Srrosex. Well, I might have met him a half dozen times al- 
together. 

The Cuarrman. And you don’t know whether he is a lawyer? 

Mr. Srroseu. No; I don’t. 

The Cuatrman. You don’t know what business he is in? 

Mr. Srrosext. No; I actually don’t know what business he is in. 

The Cuamman. Where did. you meet him, in Washington ? 

Mr. Srropex. That’s right. 
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The Cuamman. Did you ever meet him in New York? 

Mr. Srropet. Yes; I have met him once or twice in New York. 

The Cuarrman. Under what circumstances did you meet him in 
New York, where and under what circumstances ? 

Mr. Srrosex. I met him in New York, once in the National Repub- 
lican Club. 

The Cuairman. That is a good place to meet a fellow. 

Mr. Srroset. I might have met him once or twice. 

The CuatrMan. What did you discuss with him when you met him 
at the National Republican Club? 

Mr. Srropet. Mr. Blumenthal represented an architectural firm by 
the name of De Young & Moscowitz. 

Mr. Fine. He represented, did you say ? 

Mr. Srrosex. That’s right. That’s my understanding. 

The Cuarrman. As a lawyer or a business getter or what? 

Mr. Srrosev. I don’t know. 

Mr. Fine. Mr. Blumenthal is an accountant, a CPA in New York, 
a member of the National Republican Club. 

The Cuarrman. A CPA? 

Mr. Fine. An accountant. 

Mr. Keattne. Did you ever meet him at the National Republican 
Club? 

Mr. Fine. I met him there and I don’t doubt their conversation was 
about the food at that club. 

Mr. Roprno. Was it good? 

Mr. Keating. No; it is terrible. 

Mr. Roprno. The Republican Club? 

Mr. Keattinea. Yes. 

The Cuatrman. Was Mr. Blumenthal ever a secretary to former 
President Herbert Hoover? 

Mr. Srroset. I have heard something about that. I actually can’t 
confirm it. 

Mr. Materz. I think you have indicated that Mr. Blumenthal has 
been acting as a representative for the New York architectural firm of 
De Young & Moscowitz? 

Mr. Srrosez. That’s right. 

Mr. Maerz. In December 1954 and January 1955 did you have any 
discussion with Mr. Blumenthal concerning a possibility of Strobel & 
Salzman getting business from De Young & Moscowitz ? 

Mr. Srroset. Yes; I did. But the result was that Strobel & Salz- 
man was not interested in obtaining any business from that firm. 
There was to my knowledge a case of a New York City housing job 
and also possibly a school. I can’t quite recall that. 

Mr. Matetz. Is this not correct, that you had a discussion with Mr. 
Blumenthal concerning Strobel & Salzman getting some business from 
De Young & Moscowitz but the business that was initially available 
was not attractive ? 

Mr. Srroseu. No; that is not the true picture. 

Mr. Materz. I will develop that at some length then in a few 
minutes. 

Mr. Fine. The fact remains, Did you get any business from them? 

Mr. Srroset. No; I did not, not at that time. 

Mr. Fine. Did you get any since? 
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Mr. Srroser. Later on, Mr. Salzman actually negotiated a contract 
with that firm. That contract was canceled, you might say on my 
orders, and the date of cancellation I believe was August 4, 1955. 

I think it was the letter that the office wrote is self-explanatory in 
this respect that at that time then it became evident that the firm of 
De Young, Moscowitz & Rosenberg might be considered for a project 
out of GSA. 

The Cuarrman. Considered for a what? 

Mr. Srropex. Considered for a project as architects and engineers. 

The CuarrmMan. Was this in August 1955? 

Mr. Srropet. That is correct. On the basis of that possibility, I 
wrote to them, or I had Strobel & Salzman write to them, not to dis- 
qualify them for consideration, this contract which was on an 
unrelated proposition was withdrawn, was canceled. 

Mr. Fine. Except for that there was no business relationship 
between you ? 

Mr. Srroser. Except for that there has never been any business 
relationship of any kind between the firm of Strobel & Salzman and 
the architectural firm of De Young, Moscowitz & Rosenberg. 

Mr. Keatrinc. When you discovered that they might be considered 
for Government employment of some kind, you terminated any rela- 
tionship which your firm had entered into with them? 

Mr. Stroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Keattne. Had you performed any work under that contract ? 

Mr. Srroset. No work had been performed under that contract. 

Mr. Keatrne. Did you receive any compensation under that con- 
tract ? 

Mr. Srroset. None whatsoever. 

Mr. Chairman, may I read this letter? It is addressed to Messrs. 
De Young and Moscowitz. 

GENTLEMEN: It has been called to our attention that yours is one of the firms 
asking consideration for architectural assignments for projects eminating from 
the Public Buildings Service of the General Services Administration. We do not 
wish to disqualify you from such consideration and would, therefore, ask that 
we be permitted to withdraw from our commitment to perform the structural 
engineering for the Fashion Institute of Technology project which you are doing 
for the board of education of the city of New York. 

Would you be kind enough to advise the proper authorities in connection with 
the Fashion Institute of Technology of your changed arrangements. 

Very truly yours, 
Stropet & SALZMAN, 
By JosepH SALZMAN. 

Mr. Keatrnc. How much of a fee were Strobel & Salzman going to 
get under that contract? 

Mr. Srroset. If my recollection is right, it was just under $30,000, 

Mr. Keating. And you gave that up voluntarily in order that this 
firm might not be disqualified from being considered for Government 
employment ? 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. You felt that there would be an inconsistent atti- 
tude if De Young, Moscowitz & Rosenberg would get a contract from 
the General Services Administration because of your position as the 
superintendent of public buildings? Is that correct? 

Mr. Strropet. That is correct, sir. Furthermore, it would be incon- 
sistent with the rules that I had laid down for Strobel & Salzman 
during my tenure in office. 
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The Cuarrman. You felt there was a conflict of interest, didn’t you? 

Mr. Strroset. That is correct. 

The Cuamman. Why didn’t you feel that same conflict of interest 
in the other cases where contracts were given where you were giving 
contracts to architectural firms which were connected with the firm 
of Strobel & Salzman as had been testified ? 

Why did you take the attitude that you did in one case and not in 
the others? 

Mr. Srroset. What cases does the chairman refer to? 

Mr. Keatine. That is the point I was trying to make. Which case, 
the Petroff case? 

The CHarrman. Take the Petroff case. 

Mr. Srrose.. I hope that the Petroff case has been fully explained. 
And the matter of any possible conflict did not occur to me under the 
circumstances, because under no circumstances could I benefit directly 
or indirectly. But my recommendation of that firm was solely for the 
good and the benefit of the Government. 

The Cuarrman. What about the contract you had with the Corps 
of Engineers ? 

Mr. Srroget. The contract with the Corps of Engineers was an old 
outstanding proposition that had been negotiated before I had any- 
thing to do with the Government. 

The Cuamman. That was entered into 1 day before you became 
Commissioner of Public Buildings? 

Mr. Srrosext. I should explain that even though that negotiation 
was made March 21, 1954, it is a project that had been discussed with 
the Corps of Engineers for a long period prior to that date. 

Mr. Fine. The record ought to be corrected. 

The CHarrmMan. Please. I am conducting the hearing and I am 
chairman. You are out of order. 

The execution of that contract with the Corps of Engineers was had 
after you became Commissioner of Public Buildings. 

Mr. Fine. That is not the fact. That is what I am trying to tell you. 

You became a consultant with the organization, not the Commis- 
sioner. 

The CHarrman. A consultant. You were a full-time consultant, 
and the contract was executed after you became a full-time consultant 
to General Services Administration. 

Mr. Srrose.. I believe that the date of the letter of intent or noti- 
fication to proceed on the basis of the contract was negotiated March 
31, was April 22. 

The Cuatrman. That is right. 

Mr. Srropen. And the work was started immediately and rushed 
to completion ? 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Strobel, did you have any discussion in December 
1954 or January 1955 with Mr. Blumenthal concerning the possibility 
of De Young & Moscowitz getting business from the Public Build- 
ings Serv ice? 

‘Mr. Srroset. No, I don’t believe so. 

Mr. Materz. Did Mr. Blumenthal indicate to you at any time that 
he was also interested in getting Public Buildings Service contracts 
for other clients of his? 

Mr. Srroser. No, he did not. 
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Mr. Maerz. Did you know that Mr. Blumenthal visited Mr. 
Schwarz and Mr. Salzman in New York about January 4, 1955? 

Mr. Srrosex. I think that is mentioned in one of Mr. Schwarz’ 
reports to me. 

Mr. Materz. Is that an accurate report? 

Mr. Srrosen. I would assume so. 

Mr. Materz. Were you apprised that Mr. Schwarz and Mr. Mos- 
cowitz went to see De Young & Moscowitz on January 5, 1955 to ex- 
plore the possibility of Strobel & Salzman getting some business from 
De Young & Moscowitz? 

Mr. Srrosen. Is that a question ? 

Mr. Maerz. Yes. Were you apprised of that fact? 

Mr. Fine. Were you apprised ¢ 

Mr. Srroset. I might have known about that. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you know whether Mr. Schwarz and Mr. Salzman 
went to see De Young & Moscowitz at the suggestion of Mr. Blumen- 
thal? 

Mr. Srrosex. I don’t know, that is possible. 

Mr. Materz. Is that possible? 

Mr. Srrozet. That is possible. 

Mr. Maerz. I show you a document dated January 5, 1955 and ask 
you if this is a true and accurate copy of a report sent to you by Mr. 
Schwarz? 

(Document examined by witness.) 

Mr. Srrosex. That’s right. 

Mr. Materz. Mr. Chairman, I ask that that document be placed in 
the record. 

The Cuatrman. What is it? 

Mr. Materz. This is a report from Mr. Schwarz to Mr. Strobel. 

I went with J. S. this morning to De Young & Moscowitz (at their request) 
and we met both of them. They told us they had a New York City housing job 
located at 112th Street, between Park and Fifth Avenues. They also stated that 
as far as they know there will be only one more housing job awarded this year. 
The allowance for structural engineering is $29,500. They would like to know by 
Monday whether we are interested in this as they must submit the names of 
their engineers very soon now. Salzman will assemble some figures based on 
1,450 apartments and the buildings being either 16 or 20 stories high. Moscowitz 
showed us his very preliminary sketch and he is laying the buildings out as a 
rectangle with center corridors similar to Sedgwick which we did for Skidmore. 


The next paragraph is immaterial. I will be glad to read it if 
you want, Mr. Strobel. , 


As far as De Young & Moscowitz are concerned I told them we were more 
interested in a private job rather than one for the city or the State. They told 
us they had only the housing job and the Fashion Center and they knew we were 
not interested in that latter one. Of course, Blumenthal told us they had a job 
in Indiana, and although they did not say anything about this one it might be 
the one we may be interested in. 


The Cuatrman. That will be accepted in the record. 
(The document referred to is as follows :) 


WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 5, 1955. 

I went with J. S. this morning to De Young & Moscowitz (at their request) 
and we met both of them. They told us they have a New York City housing job 
located at 112th Street between Park and Fifth Avenues. They:also stated that 
as far.as they know there will be only one more housing job awarded this year. 
The allowance for structural engineering is $29,500. They would like to know by 
Monday whether we are interested in this as they must submit the names of 
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their engineers very soon now. Salzman will assemble some figures based on 
1,450 apartments and the buildings being either 16 or 20 stories high. Moscowitz 
showed us his very preliminary sketch and he is laying the buildings out as a 
rectangle with center corridors similar to Sedgwick which we did for Skidmore. 

Butler called J. S. and told him they had Public School 101 in the Bronx and 
that the Board of Education was cutting down the fees on all jobs and he would 
like from us a very tentative figure so that he can use this in determining how 
he will come out on the job. I checked with Ratislovitch and he told me the 
Board of Education might cut $5,000 or $6,000 from the architectural fees this 
year. J. 8S. is reviewing this one and will probably give Butler a figure of one- 
half percent to 0.55 percent, tentative, subject to whether there is any complica- 
tion on the foundations. And the figure would be higher if concrete design is 
required. 

As far as De Young & Moscowitz are concerned I told them we were more 
interested in a private job rather than one for the city or the State. They told 
us they had only the housing job and the Fashion Center and they knew we were 
not interested in that latter one. Of course, Blumenthal told us they had a job 
in Indiana, and although they did not say anything about this one it might be 
the one we may be interested in. 

We went ahead full speed on Ethicon today and if Petroff feeds us informa- 
tion fast enough this job should go out in good order. If, however, there is any 
delay, we will have to find other work to keep the men busy. 

Nothing more of any importance to report, except that it got a little colder 
today, but 20 degrees is not too bad. 


Mr. Maerz. Did you see Mr. Blumenthal the following week and 
tell nim you would prefer not to take the city housing job at that 
time ¢ 

Mr. Srrozet. That is possible. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Maerz. I show you a document dated January 10, 1955, and 
ask you whether this is a true and accurate copy of the report sent to 
you by Mr. Schwarz. 


(Document examined by witness.) 

Mr. Srrosex. That’s right. 

The CHarrman. Read that please. 

Mr. Materz. This is a report dated January 10, 1955, from Mr. 
Schwarz to Mr. Strobel: 


I called Moscowitz this morning, and told him their housing job would not fit 
into our program and he said he would get together with us on another job 
sometime. I also called Blumenthal to tell him about it and he told me he spoke 
to you Sunday evening and you said we would prefer not to take that job at this 
time. 

Is it correct that you had a conversation with Mr. Blumenthal that 
Sunday evening ? 

Mr. Srrosex. According to this I must have. 

Mr. Materz. Do you recall the conversation now ? 

Mr. Srropet. No, I do not. 

Mr. Materz. Is it correct that you stated that you would prefer not 
to take the housing job at that time? 

Mr. Srroset. That is possible. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you tell Mr. Blumenthal that? 

Mr. Srropex. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Materz. Did you instruct Mr. Schwarz to call Moscowitz to 
turn down the housing job? 

Mr. Srroset. I might have. 

wane Maerz. Did you also ask Mr. Schwarz to also notify Blumen- 
thal? 

Mr. Srropet. No, I don’t recall that. 

Mr. Materz. It is correct, is it not, that on May 27, 1955, Strobel & 
Salzman got a commitment from De Young, Moscowitz & Rosen- 
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berg to do the engineering work in connection with the construction 
of the New York City Fashion Institute of Technology Building for 
a fee of $25,000 ? 

Mr. Srropet. No, I don’t recall that. What was the date? 

Mr. Maerz. May 27, 1955. 

Mr. Srropet. May 27 might possibly be right but I think the amount 
is wrong. 

Mr. Materz. What would the amount be, Mr. Strobel? 

Mr. Srroset. I think it would be, as I said before, just below $30,000. 

Mr. Maretz. That was the contract which you subsequently can- 
celed on August 4, 1955; is that right? 

Mr. Srrosex. Right. 

Mr. Maretz. Now, was Mr. Blumenthal of assistance to Strobel & 
Salzman in getting this commitment from De Young & Moscowitz? 

Mr. Stropet. No, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. He had nothing to do with it? 

Mr. Srropet. Only the preliminaries. 

Mr. Maerz. Did he act as representative for De Young & Mos- 
cowitz in—TI will put it this way. Did Mr. Blumenthal act as rep- 
resentative of De Young & Moscowitz in connection with this con- 
tract which Strobel & Salzman got on May 27, 1955? 

Mr. Srroser. I think the answer would be “No,” because I don’t 
think he represented that firm for a very long time. 

Mr. Materz. Did he represent the firm in May 1955? 

Mr. Srropen. I kind of doubt that. 

Mr. Materz. Did he represent the firm in August of 1955? 

Mr. Srroper. No, sir. 

Mr. Marrrz. You are positive about that? 

Mr. Srroper. I am positive about that. 

Mr. Materz. Are you positive about it? 

Mr. Srropen. Yes. 

Mr. Materz. Now with respect to Mr. Blumenthal, did it come to 
your attention 

Mr. Srropet. I should say I am positive—I don’t know the De 
Young & Moscowitz business but it is my feeling or recollection that 
he is not representing that firm at that time. 

Mr. Marerz. Did it come to your attention in any way, shape, or 
form that in August 1955 Mr. Blumenthal was representing De 
Young & Moscowitz? 

Mr. Srrosen. In August 1955? 

Mr. Maerz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Srropen. Yes: it might have come to my attention at that 
time because I think he called on me in my office here in Washington. 

Mr. Materz. In connection with the first job that your concern 
was negotiating with De Young & Moscowitz, Blumenthal was an 
important element was he not in arranging that? 

Mr. Strosew. In the beginning, yes. 

Mr. Marerz. And you say now he was not an important element 
in arranging this contract which Strobel & Salzman secured on May 
97, 1955? 

Mr. Srrosex. I don’t think so, because as far as I recall that was 
done between Mr. Salzman and Mr. Moscowitz. 

Mr. Maerz. It is correct, is it not, that to your knowledge on 
May 27, 1955, Strobel & Salzman received a contract from De Young & 
Moscowitz ? 
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Mr. Srroset. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. You don’t know now though whether or not Mr. 
Blumenthal was a representative on that date? 

Mr. Srroset. I do not. 

Mr. Maerz. With respect to Mr. Blumenthal did it come to your 
attention that in June 1955, he shared in a $25,000 brokerage com- 
mission for negotiating a lease renewal with the New York office of 
your Public Buildings Service for Government office space at 346 
Br oadway / 

Mr. Srrosen. This is the first time I heard about that. 

Mr. Materz. You knew nothing about that? 

Mr. Srrosev. I heard nothing about that. 

Mr. Marerz. And Mr. Blumenthal never discussed the matter with 
you? 

Mr. Srroper. No, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. Did Mr. Mansure discuss the matter with you? 

Mr. Srroset. No, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. Did the question of lease renewal for 346 Broadway 
come to your attention at all? 

Mr. Srroset. Only in a general way, and that was because the real- 
estate division in New York was working up a method of shifting 
certain offices in order for us to be able to release rented space and I 
recall that particularly, that particular building being discussed or 
the occupancy of that building being discussed with Internal Revenue 
in New York. 

However, they refused to go in there unless they could get very 
major alterations and modifications done to that old building which 
we refused to go along with. 

Mr. Maerz. But you didn’t know of the fact that Mr. Blumenthal 
was a cobroker ? 

Mr. StropeEt. I had no knowledge whatsoever. 

Mr. Materz. The Broadway-Lafayette Corp., the owner of that 
space filed a Form 119: Contractor’s Statement of Contingent or 
Other Fees and this was filed on June 14, 1955. It points out that 
Mr. Daniel J. Riesner and Mr. Morton Blumenthal both of New York 
City were cobrokers, and I quote from this form— 

Brokerage compensation to be fixed according to legal rates of New York Real- 
Estate Board, amounting to $25,000. 

This form points out that Daniel J. Riesner represents contractor on 
other business. Morton Blumenthal is cobroker on this contract. 
And the duties performed by these gentlemen also include inspection 
of building, preparation of data, submission of bid, discussion, and 
negotiation ‘of terms, and as to Daniel J. Riesner, closing of lease, 
preparation and examination of documents, and legal services. 

Daniel J. Riesner has been an attorney with broker privileges and 

rights for 28 years. Morton Blumenthal has been a broker since 1954. 
Daniel J. Riesner has done work for contractor for 2 years. Morton 
Blumenthal has rendered services on this lease. 

Mr. Keating. Where is that form filed ? 

Mr. Materz. This form was filed with the General Services Admin- 
istration. 

Mr. Fine. In Washington or where 

Mr. Matetz. I belive it was filed with the New York office of GSA, 
but I am not positive about that. 
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Mr. Keattne. Filed by the contractor ? 
Mr. Materz. Filed by the contractor. 
Mr. Kerartne. By this concern—— q 
Mr. Maerz. The owner of the building. F 
Mr. Frvz. Of 346 Broadway ? 

Mr. Keating. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. Do you want that in the record ? 
Mr. Maerz. I offer that in the record. 

The Cuarrman. That will be received. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 
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STARDARO FORM - OECEMBER 
PRESCRIBED BY GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


SEERA REGULATION RO- D7 CONTRACTOR'S STATEMENT 
OF CONTINGENT OR OTHER FEES* 
FOR SOLICITING OR SECURING, OR RESULTING FROM AWARD OF, CONTRACT 










URCWAS lua OFFICE 4 


The following information is furnished by the undersigned cont ractort concerning any company or person employed 


or retained to solicit of secure the above identified contract, of concerning any company or person to whom the 
contractor hes peid or agreed to pey any fee, commission, percentage or brokerage fee, contingent upon or resulting a 


from the award ef thet contract. 
1. Stete full mame and business addressof such companyor person (if more than one, identify all) and indicate whether . 


corporation, partnership, individual, etc. 
DANIEL J. RIESNER 551 Fifth Avenue, New York 17, N. Y. 
MORTON BLUMENTHAL 10 East Oth Street, New York 16, N. Y. 


Describe relationship to contractor of the compeny or person listed under item 1, thet is, whether such company or 1 


2a. 
person is « sales agent or representative, broker, employee, corporate officer or principal, or other relatiorship. 


Co-brokers 


b. If there is a written contract or egreement covering such relationship, attsech « copy. If not in writing, state 
in detail theterms of such arrangement. Include the amount and method of computation of compensation and expenses. 


Brokerare compensation to be fixed according to legal rates 


of New York Real Estate Board, amounting to Twenty-five Thousand 


Dollars. 


ve ee 


CONTINUE ON OTHER SIDE 


* This formisprescribed by Generel Services Administretion for use es pert of the procedure concerning the *Cpvenent 
egeinst Contingent Fees." See General Services Administration Regulations, Title 44, Part 150 (Fed. Reg. Dec. 31, 1952). 
+ As used throughout this form, the term *contrector* includes "bidder. * 


IF ADDITIONAL SPACE IS REQUIRED, ATTACH SEPARATE SHEET, WHICH MUST ALSO BE SIGNED 


eo ce La 
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If euch person is om employee: 


. Specify the duration (period) of employment 


. such per on the contrector’'s payroll for purposes of Sociel Security and Federal Income tax withholding 
lyes 2 


a — 
Is such person employed by or does he represent any other concerns? Ut Yes Lt No 
If answer is "Yes," state names and eddresses of such concerns and in what capacity. 


4. Does the compeny or person listed under Item 1 represent the contractor 





| ro 
. With respect to both commercial and Government business? — Yes LJNo 
. With respect to Government business only? LJyes LINe 
- Solely with respect to this contract? CJ yes (J ne 
> aoe | 
- With respect to contracts of particular Government procurement offices? LU Yes J No 
If enewer is *Yes,* specify the offices. 


Daniel J. Riesner represents contractor on other business. 


Morton Blumenthal is co-broker on this contract. 


. With respect to this contract, ere the duties of the companyor person listed under Item 1 confined to soliciting. 
rc — 
obtaining, or assisting in obtaining the contract? Lives LLINe 


b. If the duties include other services, specify such services 


Also includes inspection of building, preparation of data, sut,ission of 
bid, discussion and negotiation of terms and, as to Daniel J. Riesner, 


closing of lease, preparation and examination of documents, and legal 
services. 


6. Is it the contractor's regular practice to have an arrangement of the type specified herein? uM Yes Li No 


7. With respect to the company or person specified under Item 1, state: 


a. How long such company or person has been engaged in this type of work (i.¢., sales representative, ete.) 
Daniel J. Riesner has been an attorney (with broker privileges and rights) 
for 28 years. Morton Blumenthal has been a broker since 195). 


b. How long such company or person hes performed this type of work for the contractor 


Daniel J. Riesner has done work for contractors for two years. 
Morton Blumenthal has rendered services on this lease. 
CONTRACTOR 
BROADWAY=LAFAYETTE CORP. 
. Y (To be signed only by euthorised principal, such es corporate officer, of con- 
U. S. Code, Title 18 (Crimes tractor, i.e., may not be signed by sales agent, 


and Criminal Procedure) Sec- 
tion 1001makes it « criminal /s/ David Rappaport 


offense to make « willfully }——~— sictsettecenialicaasiniacnerial 
false statement or represen- 


Pp. 
tation herein. President 


AOORESS OF COWTRACTOR 
280 Broadway, New York, N. Y. 


IF ADDITIONAL SPACE IS REQUIRED, ATTACH SEPARATE SHEET, HICH MUST ALSO BE SIGNED 


Mr. Maerz. Were you familiar with the fact that that form was 
filed with the Public Buildings Services ? 

Mr. Srrosev. This is the first time I hear about that. 

Mr. Maerz. I would like to turn to the circumstances surrounding 
the selection by the Public Buildings Service of De Young & Mos- 
cowitz as participating architects to design the new CIA headquarters 
building in Washington, D. C., together with the role if any Mr. 
Blumenthal played in that selection. 

With respect to the construction of the CLA building, you are aware 
I think that there has been and still is a dispute between the CIA and 
the Public Building Service as to which should be the contracting 
agency for this new building? 
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Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. I take it that that dispute has not been resolved as of 
this date? 

Mr. Srropen. Not as yet. 

Mr. Fine. Are you switching into something else? 

Mr. Materz. Yes. 

Mr. Fine. You got away from 346 Broadway ? 

Mr. Materz. Yes. 

Mr. Fine. What was the purpose of the question ? 

Mr. Maerz. The purpose was to ascertain whether Mr. Strobel is 
familiar with that and he is not. 

In the latter part of July 1955, was the Public Buildings Service 
requested by CIA to submit to it a list of outstanding architects who 
could design this building ? 

Mr. Srroset. I don’t recall the date but we were talking with the 
representatives, facility representatives of CIA in regard to selection 
of architects in connection with a new headquarters for them and a 
list of architects was discussed with those representatives of CIA in 
my office around that time. 

I should like, Mr. Chairman, to —— my information given 
the other day in regard to selection of architects for certain special 
projects. 

The method I described the other day applies primarily or in gen- 
eral to our average projects that are spread out over the country. 
When it comes to exceptionally large and important buildings, that 
can be classified as being of a national character, we do not follow 
the exact method that I described. 

We have established in my office a file, up to date, of information 
in regard to capacity and qualifications of the most outstanding firms 
in the whole country. I think the list contains around 90 firms. I 
could describe the picking of those firms as being from the top of 
the deck, according to a national reputation and capacity. A project 
like CLA, which is extremely large, it is estimated to cost $46 million, 
and to be located in or near Washington, is in our judgment one of 
these special projects where we do not solicit any given number of 
architects. We look over our up-to-date file and make a selection on 
that basis which in some respects will nullify the normal consideration 
for using local firms. 

You must understand that big cities like Boston, Chicago, New 
York, and Los Angeles, and San Francisco have many large, important 
architectural firms. And for the very important projects—and there 
will be several such projects under consideration very shortly—one is 
a large extension for the State Department. Another one is a museum 
for history and technology for the Smithsonian Institution and there 
might be others later on. Those projects will be given to outstanding 
qualified firms, not on a local basis. 

Mr. Matrerz. Now, did you have discussions with the people in 
Public Buildings Service with respect to sending to CIA a list of 
outstanding architects who could design the CIA building? 

Mr. Srronet. We made up a list. Whether it was sent to CIA I 
don’t know, but it was discussed with them. 

The Cuamman. You participated in making up that list ? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is right. 
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Mr. Materz. I show you a document which has been made available 
to us by GSA and ask you whether that is an accurate copy of a list 
which purportedly was sent to CIA. 

Mr. Srroset. Actually I believe this list was made up for another 
purpose in order to arrive at a selection for another large project. 

The Cuarrman. What project was that? 

Mr. Srrosex. It might possibly have been the Smithsonian. 

The Cuatrrman. What was involved in that building? 

Mr. Srroset. That is estimated to cost $37 million. 

The Cuarrman. Is the name of De Young, Moscowitz & Rosenberg 
on that list? 

Mr. Srropex. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. And that firm of De Young, Moscowitz & Rosen- 
berg was one of the architects that might be used in the Smithsonian 
or some other building? 

Mr. Srroset. They were on the list together with the other outstand- 
ing firms in New York City and other cities. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Strobel, was that list sent to CIA according to 
your recollection ? 

Mr. Srropev. According to a note here it was. 

Mr. Keatine. How many names are on that list? 

Mr. Srrosext. Eleven. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Chairman, I offer that document in evidence. 
That list contains the names of 14 architects, does it not? Would you 
like to have the list before you? 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


List OF OUTSTANDING ARCHITECTS WHO SUBMITTED QUESTIONNAIRE INFORMATION 
REQUESTED BY LETTER OF JULY 20, 1955 


. Saarinen & Associates, Detroit. 

Smith, Hinchman & Grylls, Inc., Detroit. 
. Graham, Anderson, Probst & White, Chicago. 
Urbahn, Brayton & Burrows, New York City. 
R. A. Willgoos and D. C. Chase, Alexandria, Va. 
Kelly & Gruzen, New York City. 
McKimm, Meade & White, New York City. 
La Pierre, Litchfield & Partners, New York City. 
Kahn & Jacobs, New York City. 
Harrison & Abramovitz, New York City. 
Shreve, Lamb & Harmon Associates, New York City. 
. Eggers & Higgins, New York City. 
. Shepley, Bulfinch, Richardson & Abbott, Boston. 
. De Young, Moscowitz & Rosenberg, New York City. 


Mr. Srroset. There are 11 firms; there may be 14 architects. 

Mr. Materz. There are 11, but the first is a combination of archi- 
tects. 

Mr. Srrosev. Right. 

Mr. Matetz. Why don’t you have this list? I think you might con- 
sult that list. 

Mr. Keating. Who put that notation on the bottom “sent to CIA”? 
The only reason I raise that is that you said something about the 
Smithsonian Institution. I don’t know how important it is. 

Mr. Srrosex. I don’t know who put that note on it. That is just a 
matter for the record. 
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Mr. Materz. That was furnished to the committee by the General 
Services Administration. That is the original document that was 
made available to the committee. 

Mr. Fine. From Mr. Mansure’s office? 

Mr. Maerz. Yes. 

Mr. Srrozeu. Then this note was put on at the time this was given 
to you? 

Mr. Materz. Yes, that was on the document which was made avail- 
able to us. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Hill? 

Mr. Hitt. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrMan. You gave that document to us, did you not? 

Mr. Huu. Yes, I can explain that, I believe. That is my hand- 
writing on there. One of the men from my office. 

The Cuarrman. What is your connection with the GSA? 


TESTIMONY OF JOHN E. HILL, DIRECTOR OF COMPLIANCE 
DIVISION, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Hu. Director of Compliance Division. 

Mr. Keatrine. Let’s have this witness sworn along with the others. 

The CuHatrman. Do you solemnly swear to tell the truth, the whole 
truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Hirt. I do. 

The CuHarrman. What is your full name? 

Mr. Huw. John E. Hill. 

The CHatrman. You sent that document you have in your hand 
to this committee, did you not? 

Mr. Hit. Yes, sir. 
oun CuarrMan. It is a document you took out of the files of the 

SA? 

Mr. Hii. Yes. 

Mr. Materz. Were you led to believe by people in the Public Build- 
ings Service that that was a true and accurate copy of a list of archi- 
tects that was sent by the Public Buildings Service to the CIA? 

Mr. Hitz. I was, sir. I can explain how that occurred if you care 
to hear it. 

Mr. Materz. Would you please? 

Mr. Hix. Mr. Ray Dineen, who was one of the special agents in 
our office, was sent to the Commissioner’s Office to request informa- 
tion as to what names had been submitted to CIA. He brought this 
document back with him, but upon the face of the document it did not 
indicate that these particular names had been submitted to CIA and 
I am sure that I wrote that notation on it at the time that Mr. Dineen 
brought this back—from—I don’t know whether it was the Commis- 
sioner’s Office or one of his immediate subordinates up there. 

Mr. Five. I just don’t understand. You said the Commissioner’s 
Office before, too; whom did you refer to? 

Mr. Huu. I think the Commissioner’s Office adjoins—— 

Mr. Frye. Which Commissioner? 

Mr. Hitx. Commissioner of Public Buildings Service. Mr. Strobel. 

Mr. Fine. Mr. Dineen went to Mr. Strobel’s office; that is what you 
were saying ? 


Mr. Hix. That is right. 
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Mr. Roprno. You learned from whom that purported to be sent 
to the CIA? 

Mr. Hitz. From Mr. Dineen. 

Mr. Roptno. Then you added that notation ? 

Mr. Hin. Yes. 

Mr. Keatine. Who is Mr. Dineen? 

Mr. Hitt. He is one of the investigators in the Office of Compli- 
ance and Security of GSA. 

Mr. Keatine. And you are the head of that office? 

Mr. Hirt. I am not the head of the office; I am head of division, of 
the Compliance Division. 

Mr. Keatine. Who is the head of the office? 

Mr. Hu. Baron Shacklette. 

Mr. Keattine. Whom have you been with at Public Buildings 
Administration ? 

Mr. Huu. I am with General Services Administration. I have 
been with them since its inception in 1949 and the predecessor agency 
in 1946. 

Mr. Keattne. Did you deliver a lot of these documents to the 
counsel for this committee ? 

Mr. Huu. Yes, sir. I think in most instances counsel for the com- 
mittee selected the documents that he wanted photostated or copies 
from the files himself. 

Mr. Keatina. He came down to your office? 

Mr. Hutu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kreative. And you worked with him in getting the documents? 

The CuHamrman. What is this? A cross-examination ? 

Mr. Keattna. I want to ask some questions about this. 

The Cuarrman. I don’t think the questions are pertinent. 

Mr. Keatrne. We want to know what is behind it. 

The Cuarrman. I can tell you what is behind it. You are not going 
to impugn the credibility of a man like this who simply forwarded 
documents to us. 

Mr. Kearina. You are getting rather touchy about impugning 
credibility. 

The Cuamman. Proceed with the examination. 

Mr. Kearine. I want to ask some questions. 

The CHarrman. You are out of order. 

Mr. Keatine. What kind of a hearing is this? 

The Cuarrman. You can put any kind of a complexion you want 
on the hearing. 

Mr. Keatrne. I am denied the opportunity to ask questions of this 
witness ? 

The Cuarrman. You can ask him questions a little lateron. I want 
to continue the testimony of Mr. Strobel. 

Mr. Keatine. I think it is very pertinent now that the documents 
came up. 

The CuarrMan. You are out of order. You will get your chance. 
Go ahead with Mr. Strobel. 

Mr. Keattne. I hope the witness will be directed not to leave the 
room. 

The CuatrMan. He will not leave. 

Mr. Materz. This list contains the names of 14 architects; does it 
not, Mr. Strobel ? 
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Mr. Srrose.. That is correct. Architectural firms I should say: 

Mr. Materz. Is it correct that one of the architects whose name was 
submitted to CIA was Urbahn, Brayton & Burrows? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. Is it correct that Urbahn, Brayton & Burrows is a 
client of Strobel & Salzman? 

Mr. Srropex. They have been in the past. 

Mr. Materz. Is it correct that that list includes the architectural 
firm of Kelly & Gruzen ? 

Mr. Srrozex. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. And is it correct that Kelly & Gruzen is a client of 
Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Srrozet. Did counsel say is or has been ? 

Mr. Mauerz. Is or has been. 

Mr. Srrospex. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Is Kelly & Gruzen presently a client of Strobel & 
Salzman ? 

Mr. Srroset. They might be. 

The CuatrmMan. They might be? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is ri ght. 

The Cuatrman. You are ast sure they are not? 

Mr. Srroset. I am not sure they are or they are not. 

Mr. Materz. Is it correct that that list includes the architectural 
firm of Harrison & Abramovitz? 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Matetz. Is it correct that Harrison & Abramovitz has been or 
is a client of Strobel & Salzman? 

Mr. Srroset. That is a matter of opinion whether they are clients 
of Strobel & Salzman. ‘They appear on the list that I submitted to 
Mr. Mansure, a list of clients of Strobel & Salzman. However, we 
have only done one project with them. 

The CHarrMAN. bne what? 

Mr. Srroset. One project for that firm. And they were directed 
by the builder or the owner to use us. They are not regular clients 
of ours. 

Mr. Matetz. Is it correct that the list includes the architectural 
firm of Eggers & Higgins? 

Mr. Srrosev. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Is Eggers & Higgins a client of Strobel & Salzman? 

Mr. Srrosext. They are. 

Mr. Materz. About how many projects has Strobel & Salzman 
performed for Eggers & Higgins since May 1, 1953? 

Mr. Srrosex. It might be 2 or 3. 

Mr. Materz. Does that list include the name of Shreve, Lamb 
& Harmon as a client of Strobel & Salzman? 

Mr. Srroset. They have not been a client of the firm for quite a 
number of years, maybe as many as 6 years. They were previously. 

Mr. Materz. Is it correct that that list includes the name of De 
Young, Moscowitz & Rosenberg ? 

Mr. Srrone.. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. Is it not correct that at the time this list was sent 
to CIA, Strobel & Salzman had a contract with DeYoung & Rosen- 
berg amounting to something under $30,000 ? 


Be plex eet 


SAYER EEO eS Re eee pn tin 





CONFLICT OF INTEREST 121 


Mr. Srropet. That would be a matter of comparing the dates as 
to when this was sent and the date of the letter canceling the agree- 
ment between Strobel & Salzman and De Young, Moscowitz & Rosen- 
berg? ° 

Mr. Materz. If this list was sent over to CIA in July, would it 
be correct that Strobel & Salzman as of that time had this contract. with 
De Young, Moscowitz & Rosenberg ? 

Mr. Srroset. That would be correct. 

Mr. Materz. It is correct then, is it not, that 6 of the 11 or 14 
architectural firms submitted to CIA were or are clients of your 
firm ? 

Mr. Srrosex. In answer to that, I would say that it is correct and 
it goes to prove the high caliber of clientele, Strobel & Salzman has 
been able to establish. 

In other words it would be impossible to give fair consideration to 
the qualified firms without running across some people that I had 
business with as a partner of Strobel & Salzman. 

Mr. Keatinc. There were a great many architectural firms that 
you had had business with that were not on that list, I take it. 

Mr. Srropet. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Keating. Were all of those six firms that are mentioned here, 
New York City firms? 

Mr. Srrogex. Yes, I think they are. 

Mr. Keratine. There are several from other cities than New York, 
are there? 

Mr. Srrorex. That is correct, there are some from Detroit and 
Chicago. Alexandria, Va., and Boston. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you recall receiving a letter on August 3, 1955, 
from Mr. Allen Dulles, head of the C L: A, stating that he would like 
to select his architect for this CLA building, the New York City firm 
of Harrison & Abramovitz? 

Mr. Srroseu. I do not believe that letter was sent to me. 

Mr. Materz. I show you a document 

Mr. Srrospet. But I do believe I saw a letter which was addressed 
to Mr. Mansure. 

Mr. Materz. I show you a document dated August 3, 1955, which 
is addressed to Mr. Mansure from Mr. Allen Dulles and ask you 
whether this is a true and accurate copy of the letter which had been 
received by GSA. 

Mr. Srrospext. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. Is that an accurate copy, Mr. Strobel, of a letter which 
had been received by GSA ? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 

Mr. Matetz. I ask that that letter be introduced in evidence. 

The CuHatrMan. We accept it. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY, 
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR, 
Washington 25, D. C., August 3, 1955. 
Hon. EpMUND F.. MANSURE 
Administrator, General Services Administration, 
Washington 25, D. C. 
Dear Mr. MANSvRE: In title IV of Public Law No. 161, 84th Congress, and 


the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1956, which awaits the President’s signa- 
ture, the Congress has authorized the Director of Central Intelligence to provide 
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for a headquarters installation for the Central Intelligence Agency and has 
appropriated $5,500,000 to this Agency for the preparation of detail plans and 
specifications and for other purposes. 

Our representatives have been working together on this project for several 
months and I appreciate the personal interest which you have shown in ex- 
pediting it as much as possible. I am now in a position to select an architect 
which you and General Bragdon urged me so strongly to do when you called on 
me some weeks ago and which I discussed with you briefly today by telephone. 

I reviewed the list of architectural firms to which the Public Buildings Service 
mailed questionnaires and my representatives have examined the responses 
of some 57 of these firms which have been returned to date. Of these, it 
appears that Harrison & Abramovitz is at this time in a particularly good 
position to undertake this work and I am personally very much aware of their 
outstanding reputation. I have personally known Mr. Wallace Harrison for 
many years and believe he, as well as his partner, is particularly qualified 
to deal with certain of the specialized problems involved in a building for CIA. 
Subject to negotiation of a satisfactory contract, I should like to select this 
firm to perform the architectural and engineering services for this construction. 

I trust that this selection will be agreeable to you as I desire to proceed 
immediately with the necessary preliminary negotiations. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALLEN W. DULLEs, Director. 


1e CHATRMAN. The letter might be read. ead it, Mr. Maletz. 

The C The lett ght t 1. Read it, Mr. Maletz 
Mr. Maerz. This is to Hon. Edmund F. Mansure, Administrator, 

General Services Administration: 


In title IV of Public Law 161, 84th Congress, and the Supplemental Appropria- 
tion Act, 1956, which awaits the President’s signature, the Congress has author- 
ized the Director of Central Intelligence to provide for a headquarters installa- 
tion for the Central Intelligence Agency and has appropriated $5,500,000 to this 
Agency for the preparation of detail plans and specifications and for other 
purposes. 

Our representatives have been working together on this project for several 
months and I appreciate the personal interest which you have shown in expediting 
it as much as possible. I am now in a position to select an architect which you 
and General Bragdon urged me so strongly to do when you called on me some 
weeks ago and which I discussed with you briefly today by telephone. 

I reviewed the list of architectural firms to which the Public Buildings Service 
mailed questionnaries and my representatives have examined the responses of 
some 57 of these firms which have been returned to date. Of these, it appears 
that Harrison & Abramovitz is at this time in a particularly good position to 
undertake this work and I am personally very much aware of their outstanding 
reputation. I have personally known Mr. Wallace Harrison for many years and 
believe that he, as well as his partner, are particularly qualified to deal with 
certain of the specialized problems involved in a building for CIA. Subject to 
negotiation of a satisfactory contract, I should like to select this firm to perform 
the architectural and engineering services for this construction. 

I trust that this selection will be agreeable to you as I desire to proceed 
immediately with the necessary preliminary negotiations. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALLEN W. Duttes, Director. 


Mr. Fine. Who is that letter addressed to? 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Mansure. 

Did you have several telephone conversations on the next day, 
August 4, with Mr. Mansure, concerning the selection of architects 
for the CIA building? 

Mr. Srroven. I think I did. 

Mr. Materz. I show you a document, as photostatic copy of a tran- 
script of that telephone conversation which I believe you have already 
identified. 

Mr. Srropet. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Is it correct that you identified this document this 
morning ? 
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Mr. Srroset. That is the same document. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Chairman, I ask that this transcript of telephone 
conversation be offered in evidence. 

The CuHatrman. Accepted, 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


Aveust 4, 1955. 
Mr. MANSURE CALLED MR. STROBEL 4:50 P. M. rE CIA ARCHITECT 


Mr. MANnsvuRE. Pete, on this CIA job. I got a call from Dulles. What is it 
about? 

Mr. Strroset. They are coming over tomorrow afternoon right after lunch. 
We are trying to work up list. 

Mr. MANsvrE. Is idea to have 2 or 3 on it? 

Mr. StTRosBEL. It is a very big job. 

Mr. MAnNsvRE. I don’t think we should have just one firm. 

Mr. STROBEL. It will be a combination. 

co * * * * 


Mr. MAnsure. What about Bloomenthal’s recommendation? 

Mr. StroBet. De Young & Moscowitz. 

Mr. MANSURE. How do these firms stack up in quality? 

Mr. STROBEL. I would like to show you the names (interrupted by Mr. Mansure). 

Mr. MANsvuRE. Is Moscowitz one of them? 

Mr. Stropet. Could be one of them but if considered they should be combined 
with strong local firm. There is a stronger firm than Willgoos & Chase—Louis 
Justement. We don’t know if building will be in Maryland or Virginia. 

ak Eg * * * * * 

Mr. Srrospe.. If you get good smaller firm you are assured of the time of the 
principals. 

Mr. MANSvRE. They are pushing for a Federal office building in Chicago. I 
would rather not bring Chicago firm in on this. Take New York, Washington, 
Cleveland, ete. Chicago firm got Air Force job in Colorado. 

Mr. STROBEL. One other consideration on CIA is that State Department will 
come right after it and Smithsonian. Smithsonian will be special consideration. 
It is the architectural plum. 

Mr. MANSURE. Only thing is we told Bloomenthal that he would get chance 
at AEC. Strauss told him same thing. They were never given chance to 
present their goods. 

Mr. STROBEL. We are collecting up-to-date information on 70 to 75 firms so that 
we don’t have to go out and collect questionnaires every time we do a job. 

Mr. MANsuRE. What about HEW in Atlanta—lot of criticism on that. Chip 
Roberts. 

Mr. StRoBeL. This is probably the only project on which we will use the existing 
plans. More criticism from AIA and architects in general if we do not handle 
this way. 

Mr. MANSURE. These contracts were signed 2 years ago? 

Mr. SrTroBet. Right. 

Mr. MANSuURE. Can we write letter to that effect to these people? 

Mr. STRoOBEL. Yes. 

Mr. MANSURE. Call me if you need me for meeting tomorrow. I'll call Dulles 
back now. 

5:01 p. m. 

Mr. Mansvure. I just talked to Dulles. He is interested in firm of Harrison 
& Abramovitz. Should give serious consideration to that firm. It would be 
most helpful to him if we could decide before he goes to Europe next week. 
When are you meeting, tomorrow? Give me a call tomorrow. I would like 
you to keep in mind—don’t use up all of your big guns on the first building. 
Let’s have a little bit of depth. 

Mr. STroBEL. Erro Saarinen would be strong recommendation for Smithsonian. 

Mr. MANSvRE. If you took Harrison for this. 

Mr. SrrospELt. We have State Department building. 

Mr. MANSvRE. Give some consideration to De Young & Moscowitz. Let’s keep 
one top architect on your list for each building. 
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Mr. STropet. We have so much good talent to pick from. A job like CIA of 
$46 million is actually big enough to have a combination that could consist of 
3 firms. I feel we should spread a bit. 

Mr. MANsurRE. Lot of prestige. O. K. Call me tomorrow. 

Mr. Maerz. This document reads as follows: 

The Cuatrman. What date? 

Mr. Maerz. August 4, 1955. 

Mr. Mansure called Mr. Strobel 4: 50 p. m. re CIA architect. 

Mr. MANsuRE. Pete, on this CIA job. I got a call from Dulles. What is it 


about? 
Mr. Srroser. They are coming over tomorrow afternoon right after lunch. 


we are trying to work up list. 
Mr. MAnsure. Is idea to have 2 or 3 on it? 
Mr. Srroseu. It is a very big job. 
Mr. MAnsure. I don’t think we should have just one firm. 
Mr. Srroset. It will be a combination. 


Mr. Maerz. I do not read the next two items. 


Mr. MAnsure. What about Bloomenthal’s recommendation? 

Mr. Srropet. De Young & Moscowitz. 

Mr. MAnsuRE. How do these firms stack up in quality? 

Mr. Srrosex. I would like to show you the names (interrupted by Mr. Man- 


sure). 
Mr. MAnsure. Is Moscowitz one of them? 
Mr. Srroser. Could be one of them but if considered they should be com- 
bined with strong local firm. There is a stronger firm than Willgoos & Chase— 
Louis Justement. We don’t know if building will be in Maryland or Virginia. 


Mr. Maerz. Delete the next. 


Mr. Srrose.. If you get good smaller firm you are assured of the time of 
the principals. 

Mr. MANsure. They are pushing for a Federal office building in Chicago. 
I would rather not bring Chicago firm in on this. Take New York, Wash- 
ington, Cleveland, ete. Chicago firm got Air Force job in Colorado. 

Mr. Srrospev. One other consideration on CIA is that State Department will 
come right after it and Smithsonian. Smithsonian will be special considera- 


tion. It is the architectural plum. 
Mr. Mansure. Only thing is we told Bloomenthal that he would get chance 


at——— 

Mr. Maerz. I am not sure whether that should be AEC or CLA; do 
you recall? 

Mr. Srroset. That should be AEC. 

The Cuatrman. What is AEC? 

Mr. Srrosei. That is the Atomic Energy Commission. 

Mr. Materz. I will repeat that: 

The only thing is we told Bloomenthal that he would get a chance at AEC. 
Strauss told him same thing. 

The CHarrman. Who is Strauss? 

Mr. Srrosen. I would like to explain that word “we.” I was not in 
that. 

The Cuairman. Who is Strauss? 

Mr. Strrosev. Admiral Strauss, Chairman of the AEC. 

Mr. Maerz. He told Blumenthal that he would get a chance at the 
AEC building ? 

Mr. Srrosev. I don’t know anything about it. 

Mr. Materz (reading) : 

They were never given chance to present their goods. 


Mr. STroset. We are collecting up-to-date information on 70 to 75 firms so 
that we don’t have to go out and collect questionnaires every time we do a job. 
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Mr. Mansure. What about HEW in Atlanta—lot of criticism on that. Chip 
Roberts. 

Mr. Stroper. This is probably the only project on which we will use the ex- 
isting plans. More criticism from AIA and architects. in general if we do not 
handle this way. 

Mr. Mansure. These contracts were signed 2 years ago? 

Mr. Strose. Right. 

Mr. MAnsvure. Can we write letter to that effect to these people? 

Mr. STRosBeEL. Yes. 

Mr. MAnsvreE. Call me if you need me for meeting tomorrow. I'll call Dulles 
back now. 

5:01 p.m. 

Mr. MANsvre. I just talked to Dulles. He is interested in firm of Harrison 
& Abramovitz. Should give serious consideration to that firm. It would be most 
helpful to him if we could decide before he goes to Europe next week. When 
are you meeting, tomorrow? Give me a call tomorrow. I would like you to 
keep in mind—don’t use up all of your big guns on the first building. Let's have 
a little bit of depth. 

Mr. SrroseEt. Erro Saarinen would be strong recommendation for Smith- 
sonian. 

Mr. Mansvre. If you took Harrison for this. 

Mr. Srroper. We have State Department Building. 

Mr. Mansure. Give some consideration to De Young & Moscowitz. Let’s 
keep one top architect on your list for each building. 

Mr. StropeEL. We have so much good talent to pick from, A job like CIA of 
$46 million is actually big enough to have a combination that could consist of 
3 firms. I feel we should spread a bit. 

Mr. Mansure. Lot of prestige. O. K. Call me tomorrow. 

Mr. Maerz. Now could you tell me if the Blumenthal referred is 
Mr. Morton Blumenthal about whom I inquired previously ¢ 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. So therefore on August 4, 1955, Mr. Blumenthal was 
representing De Young & Moscowitz, isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. Srropet. That would be the inference from this, as far as Mr. 
Mansure was concerned. 

Mr. Maerz. Could you tell this committee why you and 

Mr. Keatine. Why do you say it is the inference then from that. 
L don’t follow you on that. 

Mr. Srrovet. Because I don’t, I can’t verify whether he actually 
was representing them or not. 

Mr. Keating. They refer to having promised or having given 
Blumenthal achance. I thought that referred to the past. 

Mr. Srronet. That referred to the past; however, it is current as 
well. 

Mr. Materz. Could you tell the committee why you and Mr. Man- 
sure were so interested in Mr. Blumenthal’s recommendation ? 

Mr. Srroset. I can only answer for myself. 

Mr. Maerz. Yes. 

Mr. Srrosex. And the point is that I would not be particularly 
interested in De Young & Moscowitz. I knew of them. It was : 
qualified firm and would be perfectly willing to consider them on the 
basis of Mr. Mansure’s request. 

Mr. Materz. Now, Mr. Strobel, Mr. Mansure asked you about 
l3}umenthal’s recommendation, and you said De Young & Moscowitz. 
ifow did you know that? 

Mr. Srrosev. I think we had discussed that previously. At the 
time—I don’t know just when—there must have been some discussion 
previously. 
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Mr. Materz. I believe, if my memory serves me correctly, that you 
testified that you did not have any discussion with Mr. Blumenthal 
concerning possible Government business for De Young & Moscowitz? 

Mr. Srroset. I don’t think I did. 

Mr. Materz. How would you know that Mr. Blumenthal had recom- 
mended De Young & Moscowitz? 

Mr. Srroset. Because Mr. Mansure told me. 

Mr. Maerz. I repeat this excerpt from the conversation : 


Mr. Mansure. What about Blumenthal’s recommendation? 

Mr. Srroset. De Young & Moscowitz. 

Does that not indicate to you that you were familiar at the time of 
your conversation with Mr. Mansure with the fact that Mr. Blumen- 
thal had recommended De Young & Moscowitz? 


Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 
Mr. Materz. So, therefore, would it not be fair to assume that you 


did have some conversation with Mr. Blumenthal concerning De 
Young & Moscowitz? 

Mr. Srroset. Not necessarily because, as far as the recommendation 
of De Young & Moscowitz, that was Mr. Blumenthal’s business and 
he did that to Mr. Mansure and Mr. Mansure asked me about this firm 
which I am sure he did not have any personal knowledge of. Are 
they qualified? If they are, then give them consideration. 

Mr. Materz. Did you get the impression that Mr. Mansure was 
interested in De Young & Moscowitz? 

Mr. Srroset. The answer would be “Yes, sir.” He was recommend- 
ing them and, if they were qualified, I would be perfectly willing to 
consider them, as I said before. 

Mr. Materz. Was that because of Mr. Blumenthal that Mr. Mansure 
was interested in De Young & Moscowitz? 

Mr. Srroset. I don’t know. I can’t answer that. 

Mr. Materz. Is it normal procedure for you or Mr. Mansure to 
decide what achitects are selected for buildings like the CIA Building, 
the AEC Building, the Smithsonian Building, and the new State 
Department Building? 

Mr. Srrosev. I think it is natural for Mr. Mansure, being the head 
of GSA, to have some interest in some of these outstanding projects. 
However, I have let a number of contracts without discussing them 
with Mr. Mansure. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you have any conversations with Mr. Allen Dulles 
concerning Harrison & Abramovitz ? 

Mr. Srrosev. Yes; I did. 

Mr. Maerz. Did he indicate why he wanted to select Harrison & 
Abramovitz for this building ? 

Mr. Srroset. I think he stated his case similar to what was in the 
letter he wrote. 

Mr. Maerz. That was what he stated to you in the discussions 
concerning Harrison & Abramovitz? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is right. 

Mr. Materz. Did you decide on the same day, August 4, to select 
De Young & Moscowitz as a participating architect on the CIA 
Building? 

Mr. Srrosez. I am not quite familiar with the dates. But we did 
have a few meetings with CIA and I recall a conference in Mr. Dulles’ 
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office at which Mr. Mansure was present and the combination of the 
firm. Harrison & Abramovitz having been picked by Mr. Dulles, not 
by me and the firm of De Young & Moscowitz having been suggested 
by me on the basis we discussed, would be a fair and good selection 
for this project. They are both very outstanding firms. I might 
elaborate on my comments in the telephone conversation, why I have 
the idea that we should have more than one firm on these large projects, 

In fact we encourage and make combinations on even very small 
projects. In this case here, the project is so large that it takes a capac- 
ity of probably more than any one office in existence at the present 
time to do it alone. 

I figured out that first of all the fee would be from one and a half to 
two million dollars. I figured out that it would take a force of some- 
thing like 80 men on the board—I am now talking about technical 
people, architects and engineers—a period of 9 months to produce that 
job. Well, I don’t know of any one office that could take on such a 
project and promise completion unless it just happened that they had 
the force a no other work at the time they started on it. There are 
very few offices of that size in the country, and due to the information, 
due to our current file on the status of capacity which would mean how 
much work they can produce with their present workloads, it bears 
out the fact that a combination is definitely in order if we want to 
be assured of the project in time. It has to be remembered that most 
architects and engineers are extremely busy now. 

Mr. Maerz. Now on August 4, the same day as the telephone con- 
versation, it is correct, is it not, that Mr. Salzman of Strobel & Salzman 
wrote to De Young & Moscowitz withdrawing from the contract that 
Strobel & Salzman had with De Young & Moscowitz? 

Mr. Srrosex. According to the letter I wrote. 

Mr. Maerz. I don’t recall whether this letter was offered in 
evidence. 

The Cuarrman. It has been in evidence. 

Mr. Maerz. Has it been read ? 

Mr. Srroseu. I read it. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you recall whether or not on August 15, a decision 
had been made to select De Young & Moscowitz for this CIA Building? 

Mr. Stropen. Are you tying that, on what basis are you tying that 
question into August 4? 

Mr. Materz. On the basis of the Strobel & Salzman letter which 
was sent to De Young & Moscowitz canceling your contract with De 
Young & Moscowitz? 

Mr. Stroset. I don’t know whether it was a few days after or before. 

Mr. Materz. Did you feel that Strobel & Salzman could possibly 
get future business from De Young & Moscowitz ? 

Mr. Srropev. I have no feeling in that matter. They have never 
been clients of ours and are not clients of ours at this time. The only 
contract we had with them was what was testified before. 

Mr. Maerz. On August 10, did you reach an agreement with the 
CIA that Mr. Harrison of Harrison & Abramovitz with Mr. Allen 
Dulles’ approval would have the final decision as to the plans or 
designs which would be submitted for the CIA Building? 

Mr. Srropet. Subsequently agreement was reached, whether it was 
August 10 or any other date I can’t say unless I have documentation. 
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Mr. Matetz. I show you a document dated August 10 at the top 
and dated August 12 at the bottom and ask you whether this is a true 
and accurate copy of the agreement? 

(Document examined by witness.) 

Mr. Srrosev. That is correct. I might explain that at a meeting in 
Mr. Dulles’ office where we were present and the architect, Harrison, 
it was agreed upon or it was agreed to by us of GSA that in this 
combination Mr. Harrison would, as this statement says, have the 
final decision as to which plans or designs would be submitted. In 
other words, with that upper hand so to speak in the combination, he 
would have the major decisions or the right to make the major deci- 
sions in regard to design. Assuming they would meet with our 
approval. 

Mr. Fine. I just wanted to ask you this question. 

I think it would be appropriate now to ask you the questions that 
Mr. Scott asked you, whether or not you directly or indirectly bene- 
fited by putting this firm’s name, De Young & Moscowitz on that list? 

Mr. Srroset. None whatsoever; no tie whatsoever. 

Mr. Materz. Mr. Strobel, on August 12, 1955, did you write De 
Young & Moscowitz and advise them that they had been selected as 
the second party for architectural work in the new CIA building? 

Mr. Srropex. I did write them. As to the date I would have to see 
the letter. 

Mr. Matetz. I show you a document dated August 12 and ask you if 
that is the letter you sent. 

(Document examined by witness. ) 

Mr. Materz. I offer in evidence a document dated August 10, 1955, 
an agreement between Commissioner of Public Buildings and the CIA 
concerning the selection of Harrison & Abramovitz as architects for 
the CIA project. 

The CHatrmMan. It will be accepted. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 

Ave6ust 10, 1955. 

In asking the architects, Harrison & Abramovitz and F. R. King, to act as ar- 
chitects, with any other architects who might be associated with them, for the 
new headquarters for the CIA, Mr. Dulles requested, and Mr. Mansure agreed, 
that Mr. Harrison, with Mr. Dulles’ approval, have the final decision as to which 
plans or designs would be submitted. 

In Mr. Harrison’s absence this responsibility will be assumed on his behalf 
by Mr. Abramovitz or Mr. King. 

The above agreement acceptable to PBS of GSA as written. 

(Signed) P. A. STroBet, 
Commissioner of Public Buildings, 
Date: August 12, 1955. 


Mr. Ma.erz. Is that an accurate copy of the letter you sent to De 
Young & Moscowitz? 

Mr. Srrosev. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. This letter states, does it not: 


Deak Mr. Moscowitz: This is to confirm information given to you by telephone 
today that it is our intention to negotiate an architectural-engineering contract 
for plans and specifications for the new headquarters for CIA to be built in Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

A combination of architects consisting of Harrison & Abramovitz and F. R. 
King as one party and De Young, Moscowitz & Rosenberg as the second party 
has been selected by CIA and GSA. The two enclosures are self-explanatory 
in regard to final authority on final decisions on plans and designs to be submitted. 
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We hope this agreement can be executed as soon as possible, as we are anxious 
to preceed with the negotiations for the A—E contract. 


Sincerely yours, 
P. A. STROBEL, 


Commissioner of Public Buildings. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Strobel, is it or is it not true that the reason 
for the selection of De Young, Moscowitz & Rosenberg was because of 
Mr. Blumenthal ? 

Mr. Stropex. I can’t answer as to that. 

Mr. Materz. Did you feel 

Mr. Srrosen. I would say as you know he had represented them 
in his talks with Mr. Mansure. Mr. Mansure had asked me if they 
were qualified and I told him that they were fully and highly qualified. 

Mr. Five. I just don’t quite understand. Suppose it were true. 
I am just trying to clarify something in my mind on the facts. Sup- 
pose it were true that Mr. Blumenthal did recommend De Young & 
Moscowitz and it was only because he recommended De Young & 
Moscowitz that the firm was selected, what has that to do with this 
particular case of conflict of interest between Mr. Strobel and the firm 

of Strobel & Salzman ? 

The CuatrMan. It shows a direct relationship between Mr. Blumen- 
thal and the witness who is on the stand now and if you don’t feel 
that it is that way, you can draw any inference you wish. 

Mr. Five. I am not questioning the propriety of asking the ques- 
tions. I wanted to know for my own sake what conclusions the 
counsel can draw from the record. 

The CHarrMaNn. Draw your own conclusions. 

Mr. Fine. Did you ever get any money from Mr. Blumenthal? 

Mr. Strropet. Never. 

Mr. Fine. Did you ever gain anything directly or indirectly from 
Mr. Blumenthal at any time / 

The Cuarrman. Nobody is charging that. Mr. Blumenthal and 
De Young & Moscowitz are good fr iends and De Y oung & Moscowitz 
received some’business from this witness. Let. the chips f fall where 
they may. You forgot there was a contract given by De Young & 
Moscowitz to Strobel & Salzman. 

Mr. Frve. And canceled. 

The CuatrmMan. The contract was given Strobel. 

Mr. Srrozet. I would like to mention 

The CuarrMan. You don’t have to comment on the colloquy among 
the members, unless there is a question. 

Mr. Keartine. I have a question. 

What is the comment on the colloquy among the members? 

Mr. Srroger. As far as the selection of the firm*’of De Young & 
Moscowitz, as far as I am concerned Mr. Blumenthal does not enter 
into it. 

The CuarrmMan. You have a lot of advocates on this ¢ommittee. 
— ought to be on your side of the table and act as your counsel. 

. Keattxe. We like to see a fair heari ing. Iam the only one cut 
on 

The Cuairman. This hearing has been conducted in a fair objective 
manner. 

Mr. Fine. No question about that. 

The CuHairman. Nobody can complain about that. Mr. Maletz has 
a question. Ask it, Mr. Maletz. 
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Mr. Maerz. I want to ask you this. I believe I have asked you the 
question previously : 

In July 1955 when Public Buildings Service recommended De 
Young & Moscowitz to the CLA, is it not true that the contract between 
Strobel & Salzman and De Young & Moscowitz was still in effect? 

Mr. Srrosew. I don’t think so according to the dates there. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you not indicate that this contract was canceled 
on August 4, 1955? 

Mr. Srrosev. August 4, right. The letter I read or you read was 
August 12. 

Mr. Maerz. I am referring to the recommendation to the CIA 
concerning De Young & Moscowitz ? 

Mr. Srroset. There may have been some overlap. 

The CHatrMan. There are your regular steps if you listened 
attentively. 

Mr. Fine. I read all the facts and read the record and listened 
attentively. I am mindful of the statement that you made at the 
beginning of this hearing, that the committee does not wish to prejudge 
Mr. Strobel. You want to get at the facts. I want to get at the facts 
just as you do. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you say that actually De Young & Moscowitz 
was selected on the basis of a recommendation by Mr. Mansure to 
you ¢ 

Mr. Srropev. I would say that had some bearing. 

Mr. Maerz. Subsequently, the selection of De Young & Moscowitz 
as the architects of the CIA building was withdrawn; was it not? 

Mr. Srropeu. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. That was on the basis of a letter you received from 
Colonel White, Deputy Director of the CIA? 

Mr. Srrosev. It was actually on the basis of a telephone call from 
Mr. Allen Dulles to me. : 

Mr. Maerz. Do you recall receiving a letter dated August 18, from 
L. K. White, Deputy Director of the CIA? 

Mr. Srroset. I had a communication from him. 

Mr. Maerz. I show you a document dated August 18 and ask you 
whether that is a photostatic copy of the letter which you received ? 

(Document examined by witness. ) 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct, that is the letter. 

Mr. Mauerz. May I have that in evidence? 

Mr. Krartine. May I see it if it is not going to be read ? 

Mr. Materz. It is rather lengthy. 

Mr. Frnz. What is the gist of it? 

Mr. Materz. The gist of it is that the naming of De Young & Mos- 
cowitz was going to be withdrawn because 

The Cuatmrman. Read the whole thing. 

Mr. Maerz (reading) : 





Hon. Peter A. STROBEL, 
Commissioner of Public Buildings, 


General Services Administration, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Stroset: I have just received the copies of your letters of August 12, 
1955, to Mr. Moscowitz and Mr. Harrison which I requested after you read them 
to me on the telephone this morning. While I was aware you had considered the 
firm of De Young, Moscowitz & Rosenberg as a possible affiliate to Harrison & 
Abramovitz on the architectural-engineering contract for the Central Intelligence 
Agency's building, there is no foundation whatsoever for your statement in your 
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letter to Mr. Moscowitz that his firm had been selected by the Central Intelligence 
Agency. 

At the various meetings on August 9 between the Director of Central Intel- 
ligence, the Administrator of General Services, Mr. Harrison, and others, includ- 
ing yourself, it was made quite clear that the question of affiliation and the 
candidates therefor would be considered but that no decision would be made 
without further study and discussion with Mr. Harrison. 

Therefore, any commitment or even discussion of affiliation with any other 
firm is premature. 

It is essential that the precise situation be made quite clear to Mr. Moscowitz 
in writing at the earliest opportunity. This implies no criticism whatsoever of the 
firm of De Young, Moscowitz & Rosenberg, but would apply equally to any 
other firm that might have been put in the same position. The magnitude and 
complexity of this construction project require the mest careful consideration 
by all concerned in the initial steps. 

As you know, we hope to work out a mutually satisfactory arrangement with 
the General Services Administration for carrying out this project, but unless 
and until our respective roles are clearly delineated and agreed upon, I must 
request that all actions of any nature whatever by the General Services Admin- 
istration with regard to this project be concurred in fully and in writing by the 
Central Intelligence Agency in advance. 

Sincerely, 
L. K. Wuirte, Deputy Director. 


The Cuarrman. Accepted in the record. 
(The document referred to is as follows :) 


CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY, 
Washington, D. C., August 18, 1955. 
Hon. Perer A. STROBEL, 
Commissioner of Public Buildings, 
General Services Administration, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Stroset: I have just received the copies of your letters of August 12, 
1955, to Mr. Moscowitz and Mr. Harrison which I requested after you read them 
to me on the telephone this morning. While I was aware that you Had con- 
sidered the firm of De Young, Moscowitz & Rosenberg as a possible affiliate to 
Harrison & Abramovitz on the architectural-engineering contract for the Central 
Intelligence Agency’s building, there is no foundation whatsoever for your 
statement in your letter to Mr. Moscowitz that his firm had been selected by the 
Central Intelligence Agency. 

At the various meetings on August 9 between the Director of Central Intelli- 
gence, the Administrator of General Services, Mr. Harrison, and others, includ- 
ing yourself, it was made quite clear that the question of affiliation and the 
candidates therefor would be considered but that no decision would be made 
without further study and discussion with Mr. Harrison. Therefore, any com- 
mitment or even discussion of affiliation with any other firm is premature. 

It is essential that the precise situation be made quite clear to Mr. Moscowitz 
in writing at the earliest opportunity. This implies no criticism whatsoever 
of the firm of De Young, Moscowitz & Rosenberg, but would apply equally to any 
other firm that might have been put in this same position. The magnitude and 
complexity of this construction project require the most careful consideration by 
all concerned in the initial steps. 

As you know, we hope to work out a mutually satisfactory arrangement with 
the General Services Administration for carrying out this project, but unless and 
until our respective roles are clearly delineated and agreed upon, I must re- 
quest that all actions of any nature whatever by the General Services Admin- 
istration with regard to this project be concurred in fully and in writing by the 
Central Intelligence Agency in advance. 

Sincerely, 
L. K. Wuite, Deputy Director. 


Mr. Maerz. If I may turn to another matter. 

Mr. Srroset. Mr. Chairman, may I follow this particular subject. 
I just want to emphasize that it was of no interest to me whether 
De Young & Moscowitz were selected. I mean to me personally, 
whether they were selected. I might also comment on the letter just 
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read, that Mr. Mansure and I thought we had full agreement and 
understanding in regard to the combination but Mr. Dulles thought 
differently and he requested me to cancel the contract and I wrote 
letters to both De Young & Moscowitz and Harrison & Abramovitz 
‘anceling the selection which had only been carried through the talk- 
ing stage, no contract had been negotiated. The situation is the same 
this day. 

Mr. Keatine. The thing is right back where it started and there is 
nobody selected. 

Mr. Srrosex. That is right. An argument has developed between 
Public Buildings and CIA as to who should be the contracting officers. 
Mr. Diulles takes the attitude that according to let us say authority 
given to him through the appropriation, he must be the contracting 
officer, and he wants to use us in Public Buildings only as technicians. 

I have said that unless we are contracting officers, we will have 
nothing to do with it. We are the construction agency of the Federal 
Government and we see no reason why an agency like CIA that is not 
qualified to carry out a construction job of this caliber should be the 
contracting officer. 

Mr. Keating. That is one matter that this committee does not have 
to resolve. 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Strobel, if I may turn to another matter. 

Mr. Kratine. Before you do, I would like to renew my request to 
ask Mr. Hill some questions. 

The Cuarrman. I will have Mr. Hill and Mr. Elliott, they will both 
be up in just a minute. 

Mr. *Materz. Turning to another matter, are you acquainted with 
the firm of Christiani & Nielson ? 

The CHarrman. I am. 

Mr. Maerz. Are they a client of Strobel & Salzman? 

The Cuatrman. They have been. 

Mr. Maerz. Have you done very much work with them ? 

The Cuarrman. Not very much; one contract. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you recall in the latter part of 1954 Christiani 
& Nielson was endeavoring to secure a contract from the State Depart- 
ment to draft the engineering plans and specifications for a new United 
States Embassy building at Asuncion, Paraguay; do you recall that? 

Mr. Srropev. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. Do you recall in the middle of October 1954 you had 
a telephone conversation with a Mr. William Hughes, the State Depart- 
ment Director of Foreign Building Operations, and that you recom- 
mended Christiani & Nielson for Paraguay, for that job ? 

Mr. Srrosex. I would like to answer that this way, that Mr. Hughes 
called me on the phone and asked for information in regard to Chris- 
tiani & Nielson and after the telephone conversation was over, why 
at the end of that he requested or it was agreed that I would send 
him a confirmation of the verbal recommendation I had given. I 
was also asked to give him whatever information I could about that 
firm. 

Mr. Keatine. He asked you about that firm ? 

Mr. Srroper. Yes. 
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Mr. Keattne. In other words he spoke of the firm first. It wasn’t 
something you brought up? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you inform Mr. Hughes that Christiani & Nielson 
was a client at any time of Strobel & Salzman? 

Mr. Srroese. I believe I might have but I don’t know. 

They had been clients of ours 2 years before I came down here. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you subsequently inform Christiani & Nielson offi- 
cially that you had communicated with the State Department and 
recommended the firm? 

Mr. Srroset. I did. I think I did. After all, my name must have 
been given to Mr. Hughes by somebody and I think he did. 

Mr. Materz. I show you a document dated October 19, 1954, and 
ask you whether this is a true and accurate copy of a letter you received 
from Paul Larson of Christiani & Nielson ? 

(Document examined by witness. ) 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Would you like to read the letter, Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Srroset. It is addressed to Hon. Peter A. Strobel, Commis- 
sioner of Public Buildings, General Services Administration. 

Dear StrospeL: Thank you for your telephone call last Friday evening con- 
cerning our negotiations with the State Department relative to the proposed 
new United States Embassy building at Asuncién, Paraguay. 

I will of course gladly furnish you any information you want about my firm 
but I think it carries more weight if you receive the necessary data from our 
banking connections. As per our telephone conversation today, I have requested 


the Grace National Bank and the Bank of London & South America to furnish 
you the necessary data directly in a similar way to which such data would 


appear in a Dun & Bradstreet report. 

I have been invited to a meeting in the State Department on Tuesday, October 
22, and I hope to have an opportunity to see you while in Washington. I shall 
telephone you as soon as I know my schedule and, as agreed, I shall call on Mr. 
Swartz some time this week and report to you when I see you in Washington. 

With kind regards, 

Yours sincerely, 


PAUL LARSEN. 


Mr. Materz. I offer that document in evidence, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHarrmMan. It shall be received in evidence. 
(The document referred to is as follows :) 


CHRISTIANI & NIELSEN CorpP., 
New York 1, N. Y., October 19, 1954. 
Mr. Peter A. STROBEL, 
Commissioner of the Public Buildings Service, 
General Services Administration, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR Stronet: Thank you for your telephone call last Friday evening con- 
cerning our negotiations with the State Department relative to the proposed 
new United States Embassy building at Asuncién, Paraguay. 

I will of course gladly furnish you any information you want about my 
firm but I think it carries more weight if you receive the necessary data from 
eur banking connections. As per our telephone conversation today, I have re- 
quested the Grace National Bank and the Bank of London & South America to 
furnish you the necessary data directly in a similar way to which such data 
would appear in a Dun & Bradstreet report. 

I have been invited to a meeting in the State Department on Tuesday, Oc- 
tober 22, and I hope to have an opportunity to see you while in Washington. 
! shall telephone you as soon as I know my schedule and, as agreed, I shall call 
on Mr. Swartz some time this week and report to you when I see you in 
Washington. 

With kind regards, 

Yours sincerely, 
Pau LARSEN. 
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Mr. Matetz. Subsequently did you write to Mr. Hughes of the State 
Department a personal letter providing information about Christiani 

& Nielsen ? 

Mr. Srrozet, I believe I did. 

Mr. Maerz. I show you a document dated October 27, 1954, and 
ask you if this is a true and accurate copy of a letter which you wrote 
to Mr. Hughes in this respect ? 

(Document examined by witness. ) 

Mr. Srropex. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. That letter provided Mr. Hughes with information 
concerning the backgrounds of Christiani & Nielsen ? 

Mr. Srropet. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Chairman, I offer that document. 

The Cuarmman. Received in the record. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


PERSONAL 
OcTOBER 27, 1954. 
Mr. WILLIAM P. HUGHEs, 
Director, Office of Foreign Buildings Operations, 
Department of State, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeaR Mr. Hueues: This is to confirm information given to you verbally a couple 
of weeks ago about the firm of Christiani & Nielsen, engineers and contractors, 
with which I understand you expect to negotiate in regard to construction of the 
American Embassy building at Asuncién, Paraguay, South America. 

I wish to furnish the following from a confidential report given to me by an 
international banking agency having dealt with this firm for many years: 

“Christiani & Nielsen are engineers and contractors with an international repu- 
tation. Their head office is in Copenhagen, Denmark, with branches and sub- 
sidiaries in a number of countries in Europe, Africa, Asia, and the following 
countries in Central and South America: Mexico, Panama, Venezuela, Brazil, 
Argentina, Paraguay, Uruguay, Peru, and Colombia. They were established in 
1904. 

“At present, they are actively engaged in a number of important engineering 
contracts in South America. Their standing and reputation in that area is very 
high and our own experience with the name, gained at this agency and also 
through our branches in South America, has been very satisfactory and we have 
no hesitation in recommending them as a first-class organization.” 

If I can be of further help and service to you, please do not hesitate to call 
upon me. 

Sincerely yours, 
P. A. STROBEL, 
Commissioner of Public Buildings. 


Mr. Maerz. Can you tell us whether Christiani & Nielsen eventual- 
ly did obtain ne contract from the State Department ? 

Mr. Stroset. I do not know. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you know, Mr. Strobel, how many firms, clients 
of Strobel & Salzman, are presently being "considered by the Public 
Buildings Service for architectural work? 

Mr. Stroset. No, I don’t think I could say that. I don’t think any 
are being considered except what we have been talking about. 

We will, however, shortly select architects for the State Depart- 
ment building and also for a new building for the United States U. N. 
delegation in New York City. 

Mr. Ross. Might I inquire whether you mean present clients or past 
clients or both ? 

Mr. Maerz. Present or past. 

Mr. Ross. Present or past. 

(Discussion off the record.) 








CONFLICT OF INTEREST 135. 


Mr. Materz. I will ask you this question. Is it not correct that 
Strobel & Salzman get a lot of repeat business? 

Mr. Srrosex. I would say that is correct. 

Mr. Fixe. Repeat business from clients of theirs. 

Mr. Matetz. From clients of theirs. 

Mr. Keatrine. In other words, if they do a good job the client comes 
back ? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is right. That is the way to stay in business. 

Mr. Keatine. The fact that somebody may have been a client of 
Strobel & Salzman in the past is not considered a disqualification for 
his consideration as an architect in the future, or otherwise it would 
bar a great many of the leading architects in the country. 

The Cuairrman,. The gentleman from New York has made his ex- 
pression in that regard. I would say that there is a considerable de- 
gree of delicateness and untowardness in cases of that sort where Mr. 
Strobel, heading this Agency, has a wide choice. If he selects clients 
of his office that have been clients in the past, or selects those who may 
be clients in the future, there is, to say the least, a delicacy of situation 
there, and it may result in untoward conduct. And I think it is a 
matter for the consideration of the Nation, not only the membership of 
this committee, and we must address ourselves to it. 

Mr. Stropet. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that at the present 
time I have not let any contract to any firm that has been, let us say, 
true clients of Strobel & Salzman. And I do not exclude Robert & Co. 
because they are not true clients of ours; they were subcontractors of 
Strobel & Salzman. 

But I would also like to say, in response to Congressman Keating’s 
remarks, that I have considered that very delicate proposition. Due 
to the fact that our clientele includes so many qualified firms it stands 
to reason that they should not be disqualified because they happen to 
have done business with Strobel & Salzman. 

The CHarrman. Why wouldn’t you under those circumstances dis- 
qualify yourself ? 

Mr. Srrosen. That is what Iam coming to. 

Mr. Keatinc. That is exactly the point. If the gentleman dis- 
qualifies himself it doesn’t seem that these firms ought to be thrown 
out. 

Mr. Srroser. Yes; but I disqualified the firms. Iam perfectly will- 
ing to, and have the intention of, disqualifying myself at the time we 
get to the stage of any actual negotiation where an old or present client 
of Strobel & Salzman is up for consideration. 

Mr. Matetz. Mr. Strobel, is it not true insofar as your old clients 
are concerned—that is, any clients for whom you have done any work 
rior to July 1, 1954—Strobel & Salzman will. attempt to obtain 
bebhnen from them even though they have contracts with GSA, 
Public Buildings Service, or any other Government agency / 

Mr. Ross. Could we have that question read back, Mr. Chairman ? 
Tam not sure that we understand it. 

Mr. Materz. Read the question. 

(The question was read by the reporter.) 

Mr. Srroper. I think that question, the way it is worded, would 
imply that Strobel & Salzman would make an extra effort to get such 
business, which is not the case. The position I have taken is that I 








136 CONFLICT OF INTEREST 





would consider it unfair if Strobel & Salzman could not continue to 
do business with old clients. 

Mr. Materz. Even though those old clients have undertaken to se- 
cure business from Public Buildings Service ? 

Mr. Srrose.. Right. 

Mr. Fre. I assume that is tied up to the answer you gave to Con- 
gressman Keating and Chairman Celler, that you disqualify your- 
self if those old customers of yours come in. 

Mr. Stroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Fine. But if they did obtain business from somebody else—— 

Mr. Strosev. It would not be for me. 

Mr. Fine. That would not disqualify your firm from doing business 
with them ? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is right. 

Mr. Maerz. I have no further question, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuHarrman. Mr. Hill, would you come forward, and Mr. Elliott, 
also? 


TESTIMONY OF JOHN E. HILL, DIRECTOR OF COMPLIANCE DIVISION, 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION—Resumed 


Mr. Keratrne. I would like to ask you this, Mr. Hill. We were pur- 
suing the question of how long you had been in the department, and 
you said since 1947, 1946. 

Mr. Hitt. Since 1946 I have been with GSA. 

Mr. Keatine. Now, how many times did you confer with counsel, 
Mr. Maletz? 

Mr. Hix. Well, I saw Mr. Maletz probably 8 or 10 times, but it 
wasn't in the nature of a conference necessarily. 

Mr. Keatrne. And were these documents that he is using here de- 
livered by you here? 

Mr. Hix. In a sense they passed through my hands. May I say 
that we were instructed by the Administrator’s office to give the com- 
mittee complete cooperation. When Mr. Maletz would request files 
we would send possibly to New York or to Mr. Strobel’s office or some 
other place within the Agency and get them for Mr. Maletz. 

Mr. Keattng. And that was the instructions of your superiors ? 

Mr. Hitz. That is right, sir. 

The Cuairman. Did Mr. Strobel also say that you should cooperate 
with this committee ? 

Mr. Hixt. As I understand it; yes, sir. 

Mr. Srrosev. Mr. Chairman, it would be outside of my province to 
direct that particular Division to cooperate. I have no jurisdiction 
over that office. 

The Cuarrman. Didn’t you turn over your personal files ? 

Mr. Stropeu. I opened my files completely. 

Mr. Kratine. Now, that is very refreshing, Mr. Hill. I conducted 
an investigation where we didn’t have that kind of fine cooperation 
from the executive branch. That is very fine. But I want to pursue 
this just a little more. Did you have instructions from your immediate 
superior, the head of the Compliance Section, with reference to this 
investigation ¢ 
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Mr. Hitz. May I say how this started, sir? After Mr. Strobel sub- 
mitted his list of clients the Office of Compliance and Security imme- 
diately initiated an inquiry. 

Our initial purpose was merely to find out whether Mr. Strobel’s 
clients had received any contracts with GSA—I don’t know where we 
would have gone from there—just about the same time the committee 
initiated its investigation. And then we were instructed—— 

Mr. Keatine. How did you know the committee was initiating an 
investigation ¢ 

The Cuarrman. I would say that I communicated with Mr. Man- 
sure, that we wanted all information 

Mr. Keating. This is under oath. I would like his testimony 
rather than the chairman’s. 

Mr. Hux. I believe, if I recall 

The CHarrman. It seems rather anomalous and strange that a mem- 
ber of the committee would voice objections to a department cooperat- 
ing with a constituted committee of Congress. 

Mr. Keating. I wanted to see these—— 

The CuHarrMan. It seems to me your question was impugning the 
motives of those who gave us these documents. 

Mr. Keatinc. I wasn’t impugning anyone’s motives. 

The Cuatrman. I want to afford this gentleman every protection. 
We asked for the documents and we got the documents. If we 
shouldn’t have the documents, that is another story. But we are 
entitled to the documents, and we have gotten the documents. And 
as a result of Mr. Mansure, and I will say, very frankly, of Mr. Strobel, 


who cooperated to the nth degree with this committee, we got the 
documents. 

And so I want to offer him every conceivable praise for this. 

Mr. Elliott, will you raise your right hand, please. Do you sol- 
emnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, sir. I wonder if I could be helpful 


TESTIMONY OF MAXWELL H. ELLIOTT, GENERAL COUNSEL, 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


The Cuamrman. What is your name? 

Mr. Exxiorr. Maxwell H. Elliott, General Counsel for the General 
Services Administration. ' 

I wonder if it would be helpful to the committee if I could explain 
our general policy with reference to making information available to 
congressional committees. It is our policy, and we conceive this to 
be the policy prevailing under the Executive orders, that we should 
make information readily available to an equal coordinate branch of 
the Government, to wit, the Congress, as and when requested, subject, 
of course, to classification with respect to disclosure when they are 
classified for security reasons and subject to the relatively rare cir- 
cumstances where, in the opinion of the executive branch, disclosure to 
a committee would prejudice the public interest. 

A question of that kind, if it ever comes up, we do not decide our- 
selves; we go to the Attorney General, and he perhaps goes to the 
President. I wanted to clarify that, because our position with respect 
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to furnishing information to this committee in this case is no different 
than it is in furnishing information to any other committee in any 
other cases, 

Mr. Frxr. I thought that Mr. Keating was trying to find out just 
‘how the files were opened, whether or not there was a carte blanche 
investigation first made by Mr. Maletz, and Mr. Maletz picked out the 
documents, and then Mr. Hill delivered them in accordance with 
instructions. 

Mr. Exuiorr. I see, sir. I wasn’t trying to divert the particular 
facts, but I think it would be helpful if we explained our general 
policy. 

Mr. Keartrna. Is that correct? Is that the way it was done? 

Mr. Ex.iorr. How is that, sir? 

Mr. Keattne. The way Mr. Fine has indicated. 

Mr. Etuiorr. Mr. Keating, I can’t testify as to the details of how it 
was handled. 

Mr. Keatine. Mr. Hill, can you testify as to that ? 

Mr. Huu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maletz would request a certain file, and I would send for the file 
and make it available to him. Frequently I would not have reviewed 
the file at all. 

Mr. Keating. And you would turn over the whole file? 

Mr. Hitz. Turn over the complete file to Mr. Maletz, knowing that 
it was not a security file or classified file. And Mr. Maletz would 
indicate the particular document, a copy of which he desired. 

Mr. Keattne. Has that always been the practice in your depart- 
ment ? 

Mr. Hirx, I can’t answer that. It may not always have been the 
practice, but I am sure it has always been the policy. 

Mr. Kearine. The policy of making those matters all open to let 
counsel for a congressional committee come in and examine the file 
and pick out anything he wants to? 

Mr. Hut. I don’t recall any instances to the contrary, sir. 

Mr. Keattne. I don’t know anything about General Services. As 
I say, when I was chairman of the committee making such an investi- 
gation, we were not allowed to see any files and were required to pin- 
point exactly what documents we wanted and then they would be 
examined and usually delivered to us. 

It is very refreshing to find that at the present congressional com- 
mittees are allowed to go down and look at the files and pick out 
anything they want. 

The Cuarrman. I wondered whether or not we could get the same 
cooperation as we got from the General Services Administration from 
the Department of Commerce. We have been endeavoring for months 
to get certain documents and records from Mr. Weeks’ Department, 
and we have an Iron Curtain drawn against us, and we can’t get a 
thing there, and that has stymied the work of this committee. I 
didn’t hear the gentleman from New York bemoaning the fact that 
we were treated that way, even discourteously, by the Secretary of 
Commerce. He refused to give us any conceivable information.» 

Mr. Krartnc. The gentleman was trying at one time to get some 
documents—I don’t know the full story—some documents of a pri- 
vate agency that happened to be physically located down in the Office 
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of the Secretary of Commerce. And the Secretary felt that he 
couldn’t very well disclose that any more than the gentleman would 
want to disclose the files of his own clients. 

The Cuarmman. I am very happy to note that the gentleman from 
New York considers the Business Advisory Council a private agency. 
{ understood that the Secretary of Commerce has barred our access 
to the files of the Business Advisory Council on the ground that it is 
part of the Department of Commerce and a public agency. 

Now I am very happy to know that the gentleman from New 
York considers it a private agency. If it is a private agency, we 
shouldn’t be denied the privilege of seeing the files. 

Mr. Keatrine. If you go about it the right way, you might be able 
to see them. 

The CuatrMan. I wish you would tell us what to do. 

.Mr. Keatrye. You have got a bunch of counsel here that are able 
and energetic. 

The Cuarrman. We have a very astute and wise member from New 
York. Maybe he can give us the benefit of his advice and counsel 
and tell us how we can get these documents that are impervious to 
our subpena. We issued a subpena to the Director of the Business 
Advisory Council, and apparently, m common parlance, the Secre- 
tary of Commerce actually thumbed his nose at us. 

Mr. Kearttna. If the subpena is properly directed, it is a matter 
of course. 

The Cuatrman. Any further questions of Mr. Hill or Mr. Elliott? 

Mr. Fine. You were the liaison between the committee and the 
Department; isn’t that so? 

Mr. Hitu. Yes; in this particular case I was. 

Mr. Frvne. Everything was cleared through you? 

Mr. Hi. Yes. 

Mr. Matrrz. I offer in evidence a letter dated August 30, 1955, 
which has previously béen identified as being from Mr. Strobel to 
Mr. Mansure, to which there is attached a list of clients and the names 
of firms with whom Strobel & Salzman negotiated for engineering. 

Mr. Srroset. It is my impression that that has been offered before. 

Mr. Materz. I don’t believe so. Would you like to examine it? 

Mr. Strroser. That is the document. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 

LARCHMONT, N. Y., August 30, 1955. 
lion. EDMUND F. MANSURE, 


Administrator, General Services Administration, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. MANSURE: The following is to confirm and amplify what I told you 
about my business background and interests. 

My professional record and experience is already a matter of record and 
requires no repetition. 

Now as to my business background, associations, and contacts, I have been in 
husiness as a professional engineer, on my own, since 1948. In 1945 I started a 
partnership with Joseph Salzman, under the name of Strobel & Salzman. Salz- 
inman made no financial contribution and has no financial interest in the assets 
except partnership participation in the net profits from outstanding ac-ounts. 
The partnership renews itself automatically from year to year. This arrange- 
ment has existed from 1945 to the present day. 

When I assumed public office, it was publicly announced that I was turning 
over the active management of the firm te Joseph Salzman. Despite my great 
financial interest in the firm, I have adhered to this policy and have left the 
active management in his hands. 
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I laid down certain basic rules to govern Strobel & Salzman in their activities, 
during my public office responsibility. Among them were: 

1. Strobel & Salzman would disqualify itself and it has disqualified itself 
from taking on any contract or subcontract which involves or comes under 
the jurisdiction of the Public Buildings Service of the General Services 
Administration. 

2. Strobel & Salzman would not and it has not taken on any new clients 
(who were not clients or in the process of negotiation prior to my entry 
into public office) even for wholly unrelated work, where the new client is 
interested in or in the process of seeking a contract or subcontract with the 
Public Buildings Service of the General Services Administration. 

3. Neither the firm or I have any financial interests, stock or otherwise, 
in any architectural or construction firm and none would be or has been 
acquired. 

When I took office, on July 1, 1954, as Commissioner of the Public Buildings 
Service of the General Services Administration (after spending about 90 days 
familiarizing myself with the work) Strobel & Salzman had over 100 clients, 
which included architects, general contractors, builders, owners, public agencies, 
and industrial organizations. I am enclosing a list prepared by the office of 
Strobel & Salzman, which substantially represents the clients up to June 30, 1954. 
I am also enclosing a list of approximately 15 concerns with whom the partner- 
ship had been in negotiation for providing engineering services. 

I believe this letter gives you the information you want. 

Cordially yours, 

Peter A. STROBEL, 

Commissioner, Public Buildings Service, General Services Adminis- 

tration, Washington, D. C. 


List oF CLIENTS, STROBEL & SALZMAN, CONSULTING ENGINEERS, 70 West 40TH 
Street, New York 18, N. Y., Aueust 30, 1955 


Louis Allen Abramson, architect, New York City 

Amos Parrish & Co., Inc., designers, New York City 

Alfons Bach, industrial designer, Stamford, Conn. 

Bethlehem Steel Co., New York City and Bethlehem, Pa. 

Brown & Guenther, architects, New York City (did business with Bernard 
Guenther of this firm previous to his partnership) 

Brown, Lawford & Forbes, architects, New York City 

Buchart Engineering Corp., York, Pa. 

Carl Buhr, Inec., general contractors, New York City 

J. Gordon Carr, architect, New York City 

Irwin S. Chanin, architect, New York City 

Chapman, Evans & Delehanty, architects, New York City 

Childs & Co., restaurants, New York City 

Christiani & Nielson, engineers and constructors, New York City 

Cinerama, Inc., New York City 

Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army, United States Government 

Department of housing and buildings, city of New York 

Department of public works, city of New York 

Lathrop Douglass, architect, New York City 

George F. Driscoll Co., general contractors, New York City 

Dunwell Concrete Construction Co., New York City 

Dyker Building Co., builders, New York City 

Edwards & Stoye, architects, Sayville, N. Y. 

Eggers & Higgins, architects, New York City 

Engineer Service Co., New York City 

Federal Sweets & Biscuit Co., Clifton, N. J. 

Fellheimer & Wagner, architects, New York City 

Irving M. Fenichel, architect, New York City 

Fordyce & Hanby, architects, New York City 

William H. Fuhrer, architect, New York City 

Gouverneur Tale Co., Balmat, N. Y. 

Grand Iron Works, New York City 

Gregory, Roth, Shenker Corp., builders, New York City 

G. B. Gusrae, engineer, New York City 

Halliburton Portland Cement Co., Corpus Christi, Tex. 

Harrison & Abromovitz, architects, New York City 
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John W. Harris Associates, Inc., general contractors, New York City 

Hegeman-Harris Co., general contractors, New York City 

Humphrey & Harding, Inc., general contractors, New York City 

Ingalls Iron Works, New York City and Birmingham, Ala. 

International Incinerators, Inc., Atlanta, Ga. 

Johnson & Johnson, New Brunswick, N. J. 

Seymour R. Joseph, architect, New York City 

Karl Koch Erecting Co., Inc., steel erectors, New York City 

Karp Metal Products Co., New York City 

Kelly & Gruzen, architects, New York City 

Krey & Hunt, engineers, New York City 

Douglas Leigh, Inc., advertising displays, New York City 

Ley Construction Co., general contractors, Springfield, Mass. 

Raymond Loewy, industrial designer, New York City and Chicago, Il. 

Luria Engineering Co., New York City and Bethlehem, Pa. 

Luria Steel & Trading Corp., New York City 

Kenneth Lynch & Sons, metalsmiths, Wilton, Conn. 

Memco Engineering & Manufacturing Co., Commack, N. Y. 

Charles Mink, architect, Larchmont, N. Y. 

Mitchell Mobilhangar Corp., New York City (for Department of the Navy, Cherry 
Point, N. C.) 

Ekmel Moran, designer, New York City 

Moran, Proctor, Mueser & Rutledge, engineers, New York City 

Alexander P. Morgan, architect, New York City 

National City Bank, New York City 

John Norvig, engineer, Bethlehem, Pa. 

Omar, Inc., bakeries, Omaha, Nebr. 

Guy B. Panero, engineer, New York City 

Samuel Paul, architect, New York City 

Serge P. Petroff, architect, New York City 

Port of New York Authority, New York City 

Robert J. Reiley, architect, New York City 

Isadore Rosenfeld, architect, New York City 

Emery Roth & Sons, architects, New York City 

John W. Ryan Construction Co., general contractors, New York City 

Michael Radoslovich, architect, New York City 

Raymond Concrete Pile Co., New York City 

Reinhard, Hofmeister & Walquist, architects, New York City 

Riverside Cement Co., Riverside, Calif. 

Robert & Co. Associates, architects and engineers, Atlanta, Ga. 

Joseph J. Roberto, architect, New York City 

Maurice R. Salo, architect, New York City 

Sears & Kopf, engineers, New York City 

Shreve, Lamb & Harmon Associates, architects, New York City 

Simon Ackerman Clothes, Inc., New York City 

Max M. Simon, architect, New York City 

Skidmore, Owings & Merrill, architects, New York City 

Skinner & Cook, Inc., general contractors, New York City 

F. L. Smidth & Co., engineers, New York City 

Smith, Douglass Co., Inc., fertilizers, Norfolk, Va. 

Snead & Co., metal works, Orange, Va. 

Eldredge Snyder, architect, New York City 

Steiner & Massari, builders, Fort Lee, N. J. 

James Stewart & Co., general contractors, New York City 

Thompson & Barnum, architects, New York City 

Paul Tishman & Co., Inc., general contractors, New York City 

Lester C. Tichy, architect, New York City 

Urbahn, Brayton & Burrows, architects, New York City 

Wates & Co., Inc., general contractors, New York City 

Webb & Knapp, real estate, New York City 

Western Foundation Co., New York City 

Wilcox & Erickson, engineers, New York City 

Simon B. Zelnick, architect, New York City 


69220—55——_10 
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NAME OF FIRMS WITH WHOM WE NEGOTIATED FOR ENGINEERING WORK 


Sylvan Bien, architect, New York City 
Cauldwell-Wingate Co,, general contractors, New York City 
John & Drew Aberson, architect, New York City 
Gehron & Saltzer, architects, New York City 
Kohn & Jacobs, architects, New York City 
Ketchum, Gina & Sharp, architect, New York City 
James King & Sons, Inc., general contractors, New York City 
LaPierre & Litchfield, architects, New York City (formerly Alfred Hopkins 
Associates ) 
William Loscaze & Associates, architects, New York City 
Merritt-Chapman & Scott Corp., general contractors, New York City 
Moore & Hutchins, architects, New York City 
Nadal Baxendale, Inc., general contractors, New York City 
John B. Peterkin, architect, New York City 
George P. Pelham, architect, New York City 
Pomerance & Breines, architects, New York City 
Antonin Raymond & L. L. Rado, architects, New York City 
The CHatrman. The committee will now adjourn until Monday 
morning. 
I don’t think that it will be necessary for you to continue on the 
witness stand, Mr. Strobel. 
As I indicated, Mr. Robb, you will have opportunity for rebuttal. 
We will now adjourn until Monday at 10 o’clock. 
(Whereupon, at 4:25 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m., Monday, October 31, 1955.) 








CONFLICT OF INTEREST 


MONDAY, OCTOBER 31, 1955 


Hovse or Representatives, 
ANTITRUST SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 346, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. Emanuel Celler (chairman of the 
full committee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Celler, Rodino, Fine, and Keating. 

Also present: Herbert N. Maletz, chief counsel, and Kenneth R. 
Harkins, cocounsel of the subcommittee. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Frne. Mr. Chairman, before we begin, I have a statement I 
would like to make. 

The CuHatrMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Five. I want to comment upon the way the investigation of 
Mr. Strobel has proceeded. Both during the preliminary investigation 
and during the course of the hearings, this matter has been conducted 
in a manner that reflects the desire by all parties to have an objective 
analysis after full disclosure of all relevant materials. 

Mr. Strobel and the various Government agencies have given the 
utmost cooperation to this subcommittee in its efforts to ascertain 
necessary facts. Mr. Strobel has responded fully and frankly to 
ull questions directed to him. 

Committee counsel’s questioning has been designed to elicit all the 
facts. Counsel is to be commended for this. 

In keeping with the chairman’s statement when we started the 
hearing on Mr. Strobel, the chair has conducted this hearing in a fair 
and fully objective manner. This objectivity is underscored by the 
request of the chairman and the counsel for Mr. Strobel that he pre- 
sent witnesses to rebut any testimony which has been received and to 
assure that all matters that Mr. Strobel thinks are relevant are pre- 
sented for the subeommittee’s deliberations. 

I want to take this opportunity to commend the chairman for his 
attitude, and it is refreshing to participate in an investigation con- 
lucted in such a fair and comprehensive manner. 

The Cuatrman. The chair wishes to thank the gentleman from New 
York for those very kind words about himself. 

Mr. Maletz? 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Chairman, at page 117, I offered in evidence a docu- 
ment entitled, “List of the outstanding architects who submitted ques- 
tionnaire information requested by letter of July 20, 1955.” At the 
bottom of this document there is a handwritten notation, “Sent by 
PBS to CIA as suggested firms.” 
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I move, Mr. Chairman, that this document be accepted in evidence 
at page 117 of the record. 

The Cuatrman. That will be done. 

(The document referred to was received in evidence at page 117 of 
the record.) 

The Cuarmman. Mr. John E. Hill, of the General Services Admin- 
istration. 


TESTIMONY OF JOHN E. HILL, DIRECTOR OF COMPLIANCE DIVI- 
SION, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION—Resumed 


Mr. Materz. Mr. Hill, I believe you have already been sworn. 

Mr. Hit. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Materz. You are the Executive Director of the Office of Com- 
pliance of GSA; is that correct? 

Mr. Hitt. I am Director of the Compliance Division. 

Mr, Matetz. I see. 

Now, Mr. Hill, you testified on Friday about a document entitled, 
“List of outstanding architects who submitted questionnaire infor- 
mation requested boy letter of July 20, 1955”; is that correct? 

Mr. Hitt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Materz. I show you a document so entitled which has been re- 
ceived in evidence at page 117 and ask you whether that is the list con- 
cerning which you testified ? 

Mr. Hix. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, this list was sent to CIA by the Office of the 
Commissioner of Public Buildings, was it not ? 

Mr. Hitz. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Matetz. Can you tell us when this list was submitted to the 
CLA by the Office of the Commissioner of Public Buildings? 

Mr. Hitz. Within 1 week after August 3, when it was prepared. 

Mr. Maerz. It was prepared on August 3? 

Mr. Hitx. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Materz. I see. 

Mr. Five. He said it was sent within a week after that. 

Mr. Hix. I beg your pardon, sir ? 

Mr. Fine. And you said it was sent within a week after that ? 

Mr. Hixxy. Within 1 week after that, I am informed—— 

Mr. Materz. Was the preparation of that list completed on Au- 
gust 3¢ 

Mr. Hix. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Hill, do you know whether the New York 
architectural firm of Ferrenz & Taylor has asked to be considered 
for an architectural contract under the Public Buildings lease-pur- 
chase program ?¢ 

Mr. Hutt. Sir, if I can put it this way, on July 20, a form letter 
was sent out to a large number of architects and architectural firms 
asking those firms and architects if they would be interested in 
awards for architectural services. On July 30, the firm of Fer- 
renz 

Mr. Materz. Is that 1955? 

Mr. Hit. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. Materz. Is that 1955? 

Mr. Hinz. July 30, 1955. 
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The firm of Ferrenz & Taylor submitted a brochure and indicated 
that they were interested in receiving such awards. 

Mr. Materz. Are they presently being considered by the Public 
Buildings Service ? 

Mr. Hriiv. Not actively. They are on record as a firm that will 
be and would be considered if the oceasion arises, 

Mr. Fine. Excuse me. How do you know all this? Is this within 
your own duties ? 

Mr. Hix. I conferred with the members of the rating board estab- 
lished by Mr. Strobel. The members are Mr. Otis Poss, Mr. Leonard 
Hunter, and Mr. Howard Dominick. And I receive my advice from 
them. 

Mr. Fixe. What was the occasion of your making the inquiry? 

Mr. Hitz. After this question arose about the validity of this docu- 
ment. 

Mr. Fine. Oh, you mean since the last hearing ? 

Mr. Hinu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fine. You made the inquiry since Friday ? 

Mr. Hix. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Fine. I see. 

Mr. Materz. Is it not correct, Mr. Hill, that I communicated with 
you by telephone and asked GSA to check that information for the 
committee / 

Mr. Hitt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. And you checked in accordance with the committee’s 
request ? 

Mr. Hux. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Keatrne. Your contact with this committee has been with the 
counsel, Mr. Maletz ? 

Mr. Hitt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Keatine. And you have had how many conversations with 
him on it? 

Mr. Hix. I suppose I may have had a dozen, all together. 

Mr. Keatine. When did they start ’ 

Mr. Hitt. The early part of September, after Mr. Maletz had been 
in communication with our office of General Counsel, and General 
Counsel was advised that the Compliance Office had already initiated 
an inquiry, Mr. Maletz then got in touch with our office, that is, the 
Compliance Office. That was early in September. 

Mr. Keattnc. When did you initiate your inquiry ? 

Mr. Huw. We initiated our inquiry at the request of the Adminis- 
trator, Mr. Mansure. 

Mr. Keatrne. When was that ? 

Mr. Huw. Just about the Ist of September, I believe. It was 
immediately after Mr. Strobel had submitted his list of clients, which 
I believe was on August 30. 

The Cuarrman. The Chair wishes to state that the activities of Mr. 
Maletz have been continually under my direction and supervision, 
with my complete knowledge. 

Are there any other questions / 

Mr. Materz. No, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. That is all, Mr. Hill. 

Mr. Sol Schwarz, of Strobel & Salzman. 
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Mr. Strobel, will you come to the table, too, please? There may be 
some questions of you. 


TESTIMONY OF SOL SCHWARZ, ACCOMPANIED BY PETER STROBEL 
AND ROGER ROBB, COUNSEL—Resumed 


Mr. Maerz. Mr. Schwarz, I believe you have already been sworn; 
is that right? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. You are with the firm of Strobel & Salzman; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Is it true that you are the business manager for 
Strobel & Salzman ¢ 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is so. 

Mr. Maerz. And how long have you had that position? 

Mr. Scuwarz. How long? 

Mr. Maerz. Yes. 

Mr. Scuwarz. I would say since 1948, approximately 1948. 

Mr. Materz. And what are your duties with Strobel & Salzman / 

Mr. Scuwarz. My duties with Strobel & Salzman are that 

Mr. Fine. Will you keep your voice up ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I beg your pardon ? 

Mr. Fixe. Keep your voice up. 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes, sir. 

My duties with Strobel & Salzman are that of seeing that the gen- 
eral-oftice end of the work is properly performed, and to consult with 
the various people in the office to see that we produce the work as it 
is supposed to be done from a time standpoint, and to determine 
whether we have a sufficient amount of work or not in production. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Schwarz, there has been introduced in evidence 
a letter dated August 30, 1955, from Mr. Strobel to Mr. Mansure. 
To this letter there is attached a list of clients of Strobel & Salzman, 
together with another list setting forth the names of firms with whom 
Strobel & Salzman have negotiated for engineering work. 

L show you this letter with attachments and ask you whether you 
prepared the attached lists. 

Mr. Five. Is that in evidence already ? 

Mr. Maerz. Yes. 

Mr. Fixe. May I have the number ? 

Mr. Marerz. We have not numbered them, sir. 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes, this is a copy of the list which I prepared for 
transmission with this letter. 

Mr. Marerz. Did you prepare the list ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes; I prepared the list. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Schwarz, if these photographers annoy you, I 
will dismiss them. Is it all right for them to take pictures? 

Mr. Scuwarz. If I don't have to read anything, it is all right. 
But now I won't be able to see anything for at least 10 minutes. 

The Cuamrman. That is enough, boys. 

Mr. Materz. Now, Mr. Schw: arZ, I show you a document entitled, 
“List of outstanding architects who submitted questionnaire informa- 
tion requested by letter of July 20, 1955, sent by PBS to CIA as sug- 
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gested firms.” This document has been received in evidence at page 
net just show you the list. 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, were you in the room on Friday when Mr. 
Strobel testified that he participated in getting up this list? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I was in the room on Friday. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you hear that testimony / 

Mr. Scuwarz. I don’t remember specifically that he said he pre- 
pared it. 

Mr. Matetz. We shall read the testimony, page 116: 

Mr. StropeLt. We made up a list. Whether it was sent to CIA, I don’t know, 
but it was discussed with them. 

The CHAIRMAN. You participated in making up that list? 

Mr. Srrospet. That is right. 

Now, Eggers & Higgins is one of the firms included in that list; 
is that right ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz (spelling). E-g-g-e-r-s & H-i-g-g-i-n-s? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is right. 

Mr. Maerz. Is it a fact that on March 11, 1953, Strobel & Salzman 
secured a contract from Eggers & Higgins to do engineering work 
in connection with the Mercy Hospital for a fee of one-half of 1 per- 
cent of the construction cost ? 

Mr. Ross. 1953, you said, Mr. Maletz? 

Mr. Maerz. Yes. 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. And what was the approximate dollar fee that Strobel 
& Salzman secured from Eggers & Higgins for this job? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That amount has not yet been established. 

Mr. Maerz. About what will it be? 

Mr. Scuwarz. It would be about $8,000. 

Mr. Maerz. Is it a fact that on April 6, 1955, Strobel & Salzman 
secured a contract from Eggers & Higgins to do the engineering work 
in connection with the Huntington Hospital for a fee of sixty-five one- 
hundredths of 1 percent of construction cost ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. And what would you estimate the dollar fee that 
Strobel & Salzman will obtain from Eggers & Higgins on this job? 

Mr. Scuwarz. About $9,000. 

Mr. Matrrz. Is it also not a fact that on September 12, 1955, Strobel 
& Salzman secured a contract from Eggers & Higgins to do engineer- 
ing work on the Staten Island Hospital, the fee to be five-eighths of 
1 percent of the construction cost ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Matetz. And what do you estimate that dollar fee would be? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That would be in the neighborhood of $8,000. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, another architect on the list of outstanding 
architects submitted by PBS to CIA is Kelly & Gruzen; is that 
right ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. Is it correct that on July 28, 1954, Strobel & Salz- 
man secured a contract from Kelly & Gruzen on which a fee has not 
yet been fixed ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I have got to find it on the list. 
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The Cuarrman. 1954. 

Mr. Scuwarz. What was that date? 

The CHarrmMan. 1954. 

Mr. Scuwarz. August 11, you say ? 

Mr. Maerz. July 28, 1954. 

Mr. Scuwarz. July 28, 1954; the item referred to, we made no 
charge for that work because we never did it. 

Mr. Materz. I see. Is it a fact that on July 9, 1954, Strobel & 
Salzman secured another contract from Kelly & Gruzen calling for 
a fee of $6,200? 

Mr. Scuwarz. At this moment, I don’t see it on the list. It must 
be here, however. 

That is July 9, 1954? 

Mr. Maerz. Yes. 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. We had a contract for an amount 
of $6,200. 

Mr. Materz. Is it a fact that on August 11, 1954, Strobel & Salz- 
man secured another contract from Kelly & Gruzen calling for a fee 
of $4,100 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. Is it a fact that on November 19, either 1952 or 1954— 
I am not sure which—Strobel & Salzman secured a contract from 
Kelly & Gruzen calling for a fee of $22,500? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. What year would that be, Mr. Schwarz? 

Mr. Scuwarz. 1952. 

Mr. Maerz. 1952. Now, another firm on the list of outstanding 
architects submitted to CIA by Public Buildings Service is Urbahn, 
Brayton & Burrows; is that right? That is the list which I have 
shown you which 

Mr. Scuwarz. I don’t see them on the list. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you see them on the list ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes. 

Mr. Materz. They are on the list. 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Is it a fact that Strobel & Salzman secured a contract 
from Urbahn, Brayton & Burrows for engineering services on Public 
School No. 15, PS No. 15? 

Mr. Ross. Mr. Chairman, might I inquire if all of these are on 
the list of contracts given to counsel by Mr. Schwarz? If so, if you 
give Mr. Schwarz the page that they appear on, it might speed things 
up a little bit. 

Mr. Maerz. Off the record—it does not make any difference whether 
it is off or on the record—Mr. Schwarz prepared a list of clients. 

Mr. Ross. Yes. 

Mr. Five. He wants you to give the page number. 

Mr. Marerz. There are no page numbers on the list which Mr. 
Schwarz gave to me. 

Mr. Ross. I see. But I assume these are all on that list. We are 
just trying to help you out and speed things up. 

Mr. Maerz. Yes; I am sure. 

Mr. Scuwarz. That one is on the list. 

Mr. Maerz. That one is on the list ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Maerz. And what was the date of that contract ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. The date has not been put in here. I don’t know 
at the moment what this date is. But it must be in early 1953. 

Mr. Maerz. 1953. And the fee for that job was $9,000; is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. Is it a fact that on July 21, 1954, Strobel & Salzman 
secured another contract from this concern, Urbahn, Brayton & Bur- 
rows, calling for a fee of $4,000 ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Is it a fact that on March 10, 1954, Strobel & Salzman 
secured a contract from Urbahn, Brayton & Burrows calling for a 
fee of $750? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, would you say, Mr. Schwarz, that Eggers & 
Higgins, Kelly & Gruzen, and Urbahn, Brayton & Burrows are active 
and regular clients of Strobel & Salzman? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes; I would. 

Mr. Matetz. Now, another firm on the list of outstanding archi- 
tects submitted by PBS to CLA as suggested firms is De Young, Mosco- 
witz & Rosenberg; is that right ? 

Mr. Scuwarrz. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, that list, Mr. Hill testified, was prepared on 
August 3, 1955. Is it not correct that on August 3, 1955, Strobel & 

Salzman had a $30,000 contract with De Young & Moscowitz ! 

Mr. Scuwarz. It depends on what is considered a contract. I per- 
sonally made a verbal commitment to these people for that job. If 
that is a contract, then the answer is “Yes.” 

Mr. Materz. That contract, or verbal commitment was canceled out 
on August 4; is that not correct ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, on this list of architects submitted by PBS to 
CIA is Shreve, Lamb & Harmon; is that right ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. Now, Shreve, Lamb & Harmon is listed on the material 
which you prepared as a client of Strobel & & Salzman; is that right? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, when did Strobel & Salzman do work for Shreve, 
Lamb & Harmon ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I beg your pardon, I did -not hear the first part of 
that. 

Mr. Maerz. When did Strobel & Salzman do work for Shreve, 
Lamb & Harmon? 

Mr. Scuwarz. When? 

Mr. Maerz. Yes. 

Mr. Scuwarz. I would say they did work for Shreve, Lamb & Har- 
mon in the years 1945 to 1953. 

Mr. Maerz. Are they a regular client of Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. They were a regular client of Strobel & Salzman. 

Mr. Maerz. They are? 

Mr. Fine. They were, he says. 

Mr. Materz. They were. 

Mr. Scuwarz. They were. 

Mr. Materz. Are they now? 
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Mr. Scuwarz. No. 

Mr. Materz. Now, Harrison & Abramovitz is also on this list of out- 
standing architects submitted by PBS to CIA;; is that correct ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Did Strobel & Salzman do any work for Harrison & 
Abramovitz. 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is a very difficult question to answer either yes 
or no. 

The Cuatrrman. Answer it in your own way. 

Mr. Scuwarz. We have a contract for a project on which Harrison 
& Abramovitz are the architects, but actually our contract is with 
Hegeman & Harris, who I believe are the contractors for that particu- 
lar project. 

The Cuatrman. And the latter are the builders ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. They are the builders; that is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. When did you have a contract with Hegeman & 
Harris? 

Mr. Scuwarz. When ? 

Mr. Maerz. Yes. 

Mr. Scuwarz. On this particular project are you talking, or ordi- 
narily ? 

Mr. Matrerz. On this particular project. 

Mr. Scuwarz. On this particular project. I believe the contract 
was entered into some time in the middle of 1954. The exact date I 
have not with me. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you not in the list which you prepared for Mr. 
Strobel and which Mr. Strobel sent to Mansure, list Harrison & 
Abramovitz as a client—— 

Mr. Scuwarz. We did. 

Mr. Maerz. Of Strobel & Salzman? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Keating. That is the firm that Allen Dulles wanted to have 
do this work on the CLA, where you got into an impasse and nothing 
ever happened ? 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Keatine. But that was also on the list that you had submitted, 
that you, Mr. Strobel, had submitted to the CIA ? 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Scuwarz. I would like to make an explanation, however, of 
the way the name of Harrison & Abramovitz got on this list. 

Mr. Maerz. Yes. 

Mr. Scuwarz. And that is that I thought as we did this particular 
job for Hegeman & Harris, and Harrison & Abramovitz were the 
architects, I included them on the list. 

Mr. Five. But actually, Strobel & Salzman did not select the 
Harrison firm—— 

Mr. Scuwarz. No, sir. 

Mr. Fiver. As the architect? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. We did not. 

Mr. Fixe. They were on the job, selected by Eggers, the Eggers 
firm: is that correct ? 
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Mr. Srropev. No. I might explain it this way. Strobel & Salzman 
were not selected as engineers by Harrison & Abramovitz. They were 
selected by the builder. 

Mr. Keatine. These firms that counsel has questioned you about are 
all New York City architectural firms; is that right ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is right. 

Mr. Keating. And how many New York architectural firms were on 
that list of clients which you did not submit to the CIA ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I haven’t really counted the number on the list, but 
there are something like 100, as a guess. 

Mr. Keatine. Would there be several times 

Mr. Fine. He said a hundred were on the list. 

Mr. Keating. You say there are 100 on the list? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes, that is what I would say. 

Mr. Stropet. They are not all architects, however. 

Mr. Scuwarz. They are not all architects; no, they are not all archi- 
tects. 

I would have to count the list. 

Mr. Srropet. May I answer Mr. Keating’s question ? 

Mr. Keatinea. Yes. 

Mr. Srropext. The answer would be that there are a great many more 
architects on the list submitted by me to Mr. Mansure than are included 
on this list presented to CIA. 

Mr. Materz. Now, Mr. Schwarz, of the list of 14 architects sub- 
mitted by Public Buildings Service to CIA, 6 are or have been clients 
of Strobel & Salzman, according to the list which you prepared; is 
that right ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, another architectural firm—— 

Mr. Fine. Mr. Chairman, excuse me. 

I would like to clarify some phase of Mr. Keating’s question. 

These architects whose names appeared on the list submitted to Mr. 
Mansure which were not included on the list to the CIA number how 
many, approximately ? 

Mr. Srroset. I will have to make a count. 

Mr. Marrez. May I just say the list submitted to Mr. Mansure is 
the list attached to your letter of August 30, 1955, setting forth a 
list of all clients of Strobel & Salzman. 

Mr. Fixe. That is correct. 

Mr. Srrosex. There are 30 additional architects beyond the names 
included in the list to CIA. 

Mr. Fine. I want to ask another question. 

Mr. Maerz. I just want to clarify that, Mr. Fine, if I may. 

Mr. Fixe. Go ahead. 

Mr. Maerz. You are referring to architectural firms in New York 
City which at one time or another have been clients of Strobel & Salz- 
man; is that correct ? 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Thirty? 

Mr. Fine. An additional 30. 

Mr. Marerz. The additional 30. 

Mr. Srropet. I don’t know if they are limited to New York City. 
1 could not vouch for that. 
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Mr. Maerz. They are clients with whom Strobel & Salzman has 
done business at one time or another ¢ 

Mr. Scuwarz. Right. 

Mr. Maerz. But you did submit this list of 14 architectural firms 
to CIA? 

Mr. Srrosew. Right. 

Mr. Scuwarz. Right. 

Mr. Maerz. I see. 

Mr. Keatrne. And 8 of those 14 architects were people for whom 
you have never done any business at all ? 

The CuatrmMan. No; six of the people. 

Mr. Fine. No. Eight he did no business with. 

The CuarrmMan. No. 

Mr. Materz. No. We willcome to that in a minute. 

The Cuatrrman. We have to be patient. 

Mr. Keating. I am asking the witness. I do not know what the 
facts are. The chairman seems to know all these facts, but the rest 
of the committee does not. 

The Cuarrman. We asked it in the record. If you will read the 
transcript, you will see. 

Mr. Maerz. Let me see if we can get this in perspective. You sub- 
mitted to CIA a list of eight New York City architectural firms who 
you thought would be qualified to do the CIA job ? 

Mr. Srrosen. I think the figure is 6, and not 8. 

Mr. Maerz. Six New York City architectural firms; is that correct ? 

Mr. Srroset. That iscorrect. Iam going by this list. 

Mr. Maerz. Eight New York City firms ? 

Mr. Srroper. No. 

Mr. Mauerz. Eight? 

Mr. Srropen. Six. 

The Cuarrman. He said “six.” 

Mr. Maerz. Would you count that again, Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Srrosext, That is correct. That list contains nine architectural 
firms from New York City. 

Mr. Maerz. All right, let us put it this way. This list comprised 
14 architectural firms; is that right? 

Mr. Scuwarkz. Yes. 

Mr. Maerz. Nine of those architectural firms are located in New 
York City; is that correct ? 

Mr. Srropet. Right. 

Mr. Maerz. Six of those architectural firms are New York 
Ciy— 

Mr. Fine. Nine. 

Mr. Maerz. Nine of the fourteen are clients of Strobel & Salzman; 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Srropen. They are clients or have been clients of Strobel & 
Salzman. 

Mr. Marerz. Yes. 

Mr. Kearine. Now, then, I get back to my original question. There 
are eight on that list—and I wish the chairman to attend to this, be- 
cause this is the question I asked before—there are eight on that list 
for whom Strobel & Salzman have never done any work at all?) Or am 
I wrong! I do not know. It sounds that way to me. 
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Everybody shakes his head, and that makes me think I may be 
wrong. 

Mr. Stropet. The answer is eight; yes. 

Mr. Fine. Now, the question I was going to put when you answered 
my question to the effect that 30 clients in addition to those 6 that your 
firm did business with in New York, those 30 clients were in addition, 
that you did not include on this list ? 

Mr. Srropet. That is correct. 

Mr. Fine. The question I wanted to put to you was, Did you 
earn substantial fees from those 30 additional clients whose names 
you did not put on the list? 

Mr. Srropet. I think the answer would be “Yes.” 

Mr. Fine. I mean, fees commensurate with the fees earned by you 
from the six? 

Mr. Srropex. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Fring. $8,000, $6,000, $9,000, $10,000; is that correct / 

Mr. Srroset. It might on occasion have been a lot more. 

Mr. Keatine. And these six firms whose names were on the list, were 
they all what you would call outstanding architectural firms of New 
York City ? 

Mr. Stropet. Definitely. 

I would like to make a comment on the testimony that I made the 
other day. It appeared now—it was repeated here—as if 1 personally 
made up this list, and also appeared as | took a very active part in pre- 
paring that list. 

That list was prepared by the staff, and I sat in on it after it had 
been prepared. 

Mr. Ross. Mr. Chairman, might it be made clear which list he is 
talking about? We have 2 lists here, 1 prepared by Mr. Schwarz 

Mr. Fine. He was referring now, as I understand it, to the list. 
of 14. 

Mr. Ross. That is right. 

Mr. Srropet. Submitted to CIA. 

Mr. Frve. Submitted to CIA? 

Mr. Srrose.. That is correct. 

Mr. Five. And he said then that at the previous hearing he did 
not participate actively in the selection of those 14. 

The CuHarrmMan. Oh, no. 

Were you in conference with the staff when those names were put on 
that list ? 

Mr. Srropex. As far as I recall, we started out with a considerably 
larger list that was then boiled down to this one here. 

Now, whether that was done in collaboration with CIA, I can’t 
remember. But we did discuss a bigger list. 

The CuHatrMan. This is clear, is it not, that you sent that list; you 
personally sent that list, and you knew the names on the list when you 
sent it to the CLA ? 

Mr. Strosex. No, sir; I did not personally send that list. 

The CHarrMAN. Did you know the names were on the list when it 
was sent ? 

Mr. Srropex. Yes, I did. I was familiar with the content of the 
list. 

Mr. Keatine. Who sent the list? 
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Mr. Srropex. As far as I recall, it was given by the supervising 
architect to the CIA people. 

Mr. KeEatine. poe aes supervising architect, would you say, was 
primarily responsible for preparing the list ¢ 

Mr. Srrosex. He had a great deal to do with it. 

The Cuarrman. But did you not participate in the preparation of 
the list ? 

Mr. Srroset. As I said before, my recollection is that we had a 
greater list to start off with 

The Cuarrman. I understood that. But 

Mr. Strroset. And we eliminated a number of names. 

The CHatrman. But in the setting forth of the names, you did 
participate ? 

Mr. Srrosex. As I said before, I was familiar with the names on 
this list. 

The CuatrMan. But you have not responded to my question. You 
did participate in the preparation of the list, did you not ? 

Mr. Srrosen. Well, that is a 

The CHarrMan. You testified to that. 

Mr. Srropet. Yes; I would say that I knew about the preparation 
of the list. 

The Cuatrman. No; not only knew, but did you participate in the 
preparation ? 

Mr. Srrosex. Not the original list; no, sir. 

The CuatrMan. Did you participate in the final list ? 

Mr. Srrozet. The answer would be “Yes.” 

Mr. Materz. Now, Mr. Schwarz, is it not a fact that another archi- 
tectural firm on this list of 14, LaPierre, Litchfield & Partners, is a 
firm with which Strobel & Salzman negotiated to get work from ¢ 

Mr. Frnt. Is that on this list ? 

The CHatrmMaNn. This is in addition to the six. 

Mr. Ross. Could we have that question read back? I am not sure 
I got the end of the question. “Negotiated to get work from”; is that 
it? 

Mr. Matetz. Yes. 

Mr. Ross. Thank you. 

Mr. Scuwarz. I would say the answer to that question is “No.” 

Mr. Maerz. Would you refer to the list which Mr. Strobel sent to 
Mr. Mansure on August 30 and see whether you can find the name of 
LaPierre, Litchfield & Partners? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I see that name on the list. 

Mr. Materz. You do see the name on the list ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I do. 

Mr. Materz. That would indicate or signify to you that Strobel & 
Salzman have attempted to secure work from LaPierre, Litchfield & 
Partners; is that not correct? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Not exactly, because the firm from which we solic- 
ited business is the firm of Alfred Hopkins Associates, which is stated 
in this list. We did not solicit any business from LaPierre & Litch- 
field, architects, as such. 

Mr. Maerz. Is it correct that LaPierre-Litchfield just took over the 
work of Alfred Hopkins? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I do not know that to be a fact. 

Mr. Matrrz. Do you know the answer to that, Mr. Strobel ? 
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Mr. Srrosev. I think that is correct, yes. The office changed its 
name. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, is it not a fact that the eighth firm on this list 
of 14 sent by CIA 

Mr. Fine. Sent to CIA. 

Mr. Materz. Sent to CIA by PBS is the architectural firm of 
Kahn & Jacobs? 

Mr. Scuwarz. It is marked “No. 6” on this list, and that is Kahn 
& Jacobs. 

Mr. Materz. Is Kahn & Jacobs on the list of 14 sent to CLA by PBS? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes. 

Mr. Matrrz. Is it also not correct that Kahn & Jacobs is an archi- 
tectural firm from whom Strobel & Salzman attempted to get business ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes. 

Mr. Maerz. When did Strobel & Salzman attempt to get business 
from Kahn & Jacobs? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I would say 

Mr. Srropent. Could I answer that, Mr. Chairman, because I do not 
think Mr. Schwarz would know? 

The Cuatrman. Yes, certainly. Go ahead. 

Mr. Srropet. That most likely was in the late forties, 1948 or 1949. 

Mr. Materz. Is it not correct that around February 1955, Strobel 

Salzman was interested in getting an office building job from Kahn 

Jacobs ? 

Mr. Srroseu. I don’t know. I can’t answer that. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Schwarz, will you refer to a document dated Feb- 
ruary 7, 1955, a document, I believe, purporting to be a report from 
you, “S. S.,” and see if you can identify the document ? 

Mr. Scuwarz? The date is what? 

Mr. Maerz. February 7, 1955. 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes, I have it. 

Mr. Maerz. I show you a photostatic copy of this document and ask 
you whether it is a copy of the report that you sent to Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes; that is a copy. 

Mr. Marerz. Is that an accurate copy? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is an accurate copy of the report. 

Mr. Materz. Would you read that report, Mr. Schwarz? 

Mr. Scuwarz. The way it reads here—— 

Mr. Maerz. Excuse me. This is a report that you sent to Mr. 
Strobel on February 7, 1955; is that right? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. Would you read it, sir? 

Mr. Scuwanrz. It starts off: 


Mon— 
abbreviation for Monday— 


Feb. 7, 1955: 

As per telephone conversation with you today in Atlanta, here are three 
round-trip tickets which should see you through the month of February. Inci- 
dentally, February 22 is a holiday on a Tuesday. So I assume you will take 
off that Monday. 

We haven't heard a peep out of anyone and we are in a position where we 
could use a fair-sized job right now. Blum heard from Lewis Peterson of 
F. L. Smith regarding a contemplated cement plant for United States Steel. 
This is the kind of job I would like to see and you, too, I presume. Maybe we 
may have more information on this by Saturday. In the meantime, it seems 
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like all of our prospects are still waiting for their eggs to hatch and everything 
will break at the same time. Carson and Lundin’s job for Tishman was in the 
Sunday Times, but we haven’t heard anything more about it. 

There was also a $15 million office building by Kahn & Jacobs in the same 
paper as well as a 20-story office building by Eggers & Higgins. 


Then I go on to say : 

After we enjoyed a miserable, rainy, cold day Sunday, we had a fine, mild, 
sunny, cloudless day today. All of the snow has been washed away. F. and H. 
expect to get the go-ahead signal on their Lord & Taylor Garden City, Long 


Island, job, on Wednesday. Hope you had a successful trip to Atlanta. See 
you Saturday. 


Mr. Maerz. Mr. Chairman, I offer this document dated February 
7, 1955, in evidence at this point. 

The CHarrMan. Received. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


Monbay, FEeBRuARY 7, 1955. 


As per telephone conversation with you today in Atlanta, here are three 
round-trip tickets which should see you through the month of February. Inci- 
dentally, February 22 is a holiday on a Tuesday, so I assume you will take 
off that Monday. 

We haven't heard a peep out of anyone and we are in a position where we 
could use a fair-sized job right now. Blum heard from Louis Petersen, of 
F. L. Smith, regarding a contemplated cement plant for United States Steel. 
This is the kind of job I would like to see—and you, too, I presume. 

Maybe we may have more information on this by Saturday. In the mean- 
time, it seems like all of our prospects are still waiting for their eggs to hatch 
and everything will break at the same time. Carson & Lundin’s job for Tishman 
was in the Sunday Times, but we haven’t heard anything more about it. There 
was also a $15 million office building by Kahn & Jacobs in the same paper, as 
well as a 20-story insurance building by Eggers & Higgins. 

After we enjoyed a miserable, rainy, cold day Sunday, we have a fine, mild, 
sunny, cloudless day today. All of the snow has been washed away. 

F. & H. expect to yet the go-ahead signal on their Lord & Taylor, Garden City, 
Long Island, job on Wednesday. 

Hope you had a successful trip to Atlanta. See you Saturday. 

S. S. 


Mr. Maerz. Mr. Schwarz, did you or did anybody else in your 
firm try to get this $15 million office building job from Kahn & 
Jacobs / 

Mr. Scuwarz. May I make an explanation before I answer that 
question ¢ 

Mr. Maerz. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Scuwarz. Generally on Sundays I read the New York Times 
real-estate section, and I see many lucrative types of jobs in there, 
and in this particular case I did see them in the New York Times, 
and I reported them in a very offhanded way to Mr. Strobel. 

Now, if you give me your question, I will be glad to answer it. 

Mr. Marerz. Well, then, on the basis of your testimony, is it not 
true that of the list of 14 architects submitted to CLA by the Office 
of the Commissioner of Public Buildings, 6 firms are or have been 
clients of Strobel & Salzman and 2 are firms with which Strobel & 
Salzman negotiated for business in the past ? 

Mr. Keatine. Are you including this Kahn & Jacobs firm in that ? 

Mr. Maerz. Yes. 

Mr. Keartrine. I thought this gentleman just got through saying 
that he read it in the New York Times and it made his mouth water. 
Instead of reading the food section, he reads the real-estate section, 
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just to see what business is going on. I don’t know whether it makes 
his mouth water or gives him indigestion—all these big deals that 
are cee away from him. 

I do not understand that he had done anything about this. 

The CuatrMan. This was in late 1949. 

Mr. Keatine. Oh, in the forties ? 

The Cuarrman. Late 1949. 

Go ahead, Mr. Maletz. 

Mr. Marerz. Let me get this straight. Did you at any time, Mr. 
Strobel, negotiate for business with Kahn & Jacobs? 

Mr. Srrozet. I don’t think I can say that I ever got that far. I 
made a personal call on an old acquaintance in that oflice, a Mr. New- 
man, that I had become acquainted with when I was a young man. I 
went down to see him and make him acquainted with the fact that 
I now had my own office, but there was no actual discussion on any 
specific project. And that is the only contact we have ever had with 
Kahn & Jacobs. 

The Cuatrman. Did you not tell them that you had an engineering 
firm 

Mr. Srroset. I just told you; yes, sir. I just told you. 

The Cuamman. And you might get some business from them? 

Mr. Srroset. And I presented my information in that respect. But 
there was no actual negotiation. 

Mr. Keatrne. You mean on a specific job? 

Mr. Srroset. On a specific job, at any one time, even that day or 
since. 

The Crarrman. On that day, you had a discussion with him; you 
told him about your facilities and your engineering firm, and you 
said if anything could be developed whereby you could get some 
benefit, you would like to have it for your engineering firm; is that 
right? 

Mr. Srropet. I never heard from him since. 

Mr. Keatine. And you probably did the same thing with a hun- 
dred or more others? 

Mr. Srroset. I might have done that. 

Mr. Ross. Mr. Chairman, is it clear in the record when this took 

lace? Iam not sure that it is. 

The CuairmMan. He said in 1949, late 1949. 

Mr. Ross. That is right. 

Mr. Srrosev. In the late forties. 

Mr. Ross. And that was not after this newspaper story. 

Mr. Materz. I repeat the question, is it not true that of the list of 
14 architects submitted to CIA by the Office of the Commissioner of 
Public Duihaines, 6 firms are or have been clients of Strobel & Salz- 
man and 2 are firms with which Strobel & Salzman sought to get busi- 
ness in the past? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. How many New York City architectural concerns are 
in this list of outstanding architects submitted to CIA ? 

Mr. Srrose.. I don’t understand your question. 

Mr. Materz. Would you repeat the question ? 

(Question read.) 

Mr. Strosex. This list here? 
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Mr. Materz. Yes. 

Mr. Srrosex. There are 9; 9 in New York City. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Schwarz, is it a fact that in August 1955— 
and I am turning to another matter—is it a fact that in August 1955 
Strobel & Salzman secured a contract from the architectural firm of 
Ferrenz & Taylor to do the structural design for Junior*High School 
No. 45 in New York City for a fee of $18,000? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I think the way to answer that question is not by a 
direct yes or no. We submitted a proposal to them for that project 
in June of 1955; June 29, I believe the date was. And they accepted 
our proposal some time in August. 

Mr. Matetz. In August of 1955? 

Mr. Scuwarz. They accepted our proposal some time in August 
1955. 

Mr. Maerz. And was the fee $18,000? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Depending on what work is done, the fee is $18,000, 
more or less. 

Mr. Materz. Now, did Mr. Strobel have anything to do with get- 
ting that job? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Nothing whatsoever. 

Mr. Materz. To your knowledge, did Mr. Strobel ever see Mr. Fer- 
renz, of Ferrenz & Taylor, concerning the possibility of getting that 
job? 

Mr. Scuwarz. He never did. 

Mr. Martz. Now, do you have a copy of the testimony, Mr. 
Schwarz? 

Mr. Scuwarz. No, I have not. 

Mr. Ross. I have one. 

Mr. Maerz. Would you refer to page 18? Would you read, Mr. 
Schwarz, beginning in the middle of page 18? 

The CHarrman. Let counsel read it. 

Mr. Materz. I will read from the transcript : 


Mr. MALetz— 
addressing a question to Mr. Strobel— 


Is it not true that in August 1955 you personally secured a contract from the 
architectural firm of Ferrenz & Taylor for Strobel & Salzman to draft the engi- 
neering plans for Junior High School No. 45 in New York City? 

Mr. Srrose.. I don’t think it would be totally correct to say that I personally 
secured that contract. I did personally see Mr. Ferrenz, together with Mr. 
Schwarz, saw him once, and that is all. 

Mr. Matetz. About the possibility of getting that job? 

Mr. Srrosert. That is right. But I did not participate in the negotiations of 
the contract. 


Now, is that correct reading of the transcript? 

Mr. Scnuwarz. That is a correct reading of the transcript, yes. 

Mr. Matetz. So, therefore, is it not correct that Mr. Strobel testi- 
fied that he saw Mr. Ferrenz, together with you, about the possibility 
of getting that job? 

Mr. Scuwarz. The transcript reads that way, but it is not true. It 
is not exactly the fact. 

The Cnarrman. What are the facts? 

Mr. Scuwarz. The fact is that in November or December of 1954 
I made an appointment with Mr. Ferrenz to see him and he suggested 
that I bring Mr. Strobel along with me, which I was able to arrange, 
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and we spoke about a job for the New York City Housing Authority, 
a housing job. Actually, the meeting was not particularly for obtain- 
ing a job, but just to become acquainted with each other, with us, 
with our work. 

We submitted our brochure, and that was all that transpired at 
that time. 

Mr. Maerz. When was this, Mr. Schwarz? 

Mr. Scuwarz. This was either in November or December of 1954. 

Mr. Maerz. And Mr. Strobel was then Commissioner of Public 
Buildings ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. And he was trying to get business from Ferrenz & 
Taylor ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. No, he was not. He was trying to get business—he 
along with me. We introduced ourselves to Mr. Ferrenz, and Mr. 
Ferrenz—we thought that Mr. Ferrenz had a housing job, but he did 
not have a housing job. So we could not solicit any work at that 
time. 

Mr. Materz. Wasn’t the purpose of the meeting to see whether you 
could get some business from Ferrenz & Taylor? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes, that was the purpose of the meeting. 

Mr. Materz. And Mr. Strobel was there with you? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Matetrz. For that purpose? 

Mr. Keatine. After he talked to Mr. Ferrenz? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct; after he talked to Mr. Ferrenz. 
Mr. Maerz. And you gave Mr. Ferrenz a brochure; is that cor- 
rect ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes. 

Mr. Maretz. What did Mr. Strobel say at this meeting? 

Mr. Scuwarz. How can I explain that, now? I don’t remember 
exactly what his words were at that meeting. 

Mr. Maerz. Well, give us your best recollection of what transpired. 

Mr. Scuwarz. My best recollection is that first he spoke about the 
fact that he was not actively participating in the management of our 
firm and that if there was any work available, it would be negotiated 
by either Mr. Salzman or myself or both of us, and then when we were 
informed that there was no housing project which Ferrenz & Taylor 
had, the conversation drifted to other matters which did not deal with 
the obtaining of any kind of business. 

The Cuatrman. Why did Mr. Strobel accompany you? What was 
the purpose of Mr. Strobel’s presence ¢ 

Mr. Scuwarz. Mr. Ferrenz wanted to see him. 

The Cuarrman. And during that interview, you discussed the pos- 
sibilities of getting some business for Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

The Cuatrman. And did Mr. Strobel tell this man that he did not 
have any active participation in the firm of Strobel & Salzman? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes; he did. 
The CHarrman. Did he also tell him—— 
Mr. Scuwarz. I believe he did. 


The Cuairman. Did he tell him that he did participate in the profits 
of Strobel & Salzman ? 
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Mr. Scuwarz. To the best of my knowledge, I don’t believe that 
question came up in the conversation. 

Mr. Materz. Now, let me address this question to Mr. Strobel: Did 
you know that Ferrenz & Taylor was interested in getting business 
from the Public Buildings Service? 

Mr. Srrosex. I would have to answer that by saying that I did not 
know that they were specifically interested, but being in the archi- 
tectural business, I presume they, like any other Ron might be 
interested in work, 

Mr. Materz. And you have heard the testimony this morning, Mr. 
Strobel, that Ferrenz & Taylor has actually asked ‘to be considered for 
selection by the Commissioner of Public Buildings for a Government 
contract ? 

Mr. Srrosev. I couldn’t testify exactly to those words, but they had 
been considered. I think I should explain—I tried to explain the 
other day—that when it came to selecting architects for the very large, 
important projects that can be classified as being national in character, 
we were interested in establishing an up-to-date file giving informa- 
tion concerning the top firms in the country, and I think we established 
such a file by sending out questionnaires to about 90. 

Mr. Maerz. When you discussed this matter 

Mr. Keating. Let me ask a question there. Did you send those 
questionnaires out to all cities or to just the larger cities? 

Mr. Srropet. Covering the entire country. 

Mr. Keatine. Now, I come from a city that has some pretty fine 
architects in it. Would you send those—I do not want to be charged 
with any improprieties, either, Mr. Chairman—would you send those 
toa city the size of Rochester, N. Y.? 

Mr. Srrozet. I do not think that Rochester is represented on that 
list. 

Mr. Keating. Well, I have got some names of some very fine archi- 
tects, as fine as any in the country, and I want to send those down to 
you. 
~ Mr. Srrozet. I should say this 

Mr. Keatinc. Have you got some from Brooklyn ? 

Mr. Roprno. You might add Newark, N. J., too. 

Mr. Keatine. Newark is in there now. 

Mr. Fine. I do not understand, Mr. Strobel. You said they are not 
on the list. You mean the list of 14? 

Mr. Srroset. No—— 

Mr. Fine. Mr. Keating is—— 

Mr. Srroset. Referring to architects from Rochester, I do not be- 
lieve there are any architects from Rochester in this file of 90 to 100 
top-notch firms from the entire country. 

Mr. Keatine. What is a top-notch firm? Just because they are 
from New York City or from Brooklyn ? 

Mr. Srroset. No, sir. It would have to do with qualifications, the 
type of work they have done, the size of organization they have. 

Mr. Keatrne. Suppose they built universities and big office build- 
ings, many-million-dollar buildings, and have done a fine job, and the 
buildings have not fallen down, and they are in good shape; would 
they not qualify ¢ 

Mr. Srrozex. Yes, they would qualify, and it is very difficult to 
avoid, let us say, pr obably not offending somebody who actually might 
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be entitled to be on that list but do not get there. I would say this: 
That local architects, for instance from Rochester, would have a pre- 
ferred status for consideration when it comes to a project in that 
vicinity. 

Mr. Kearttna. I see. 

Mr. Stropet. However, when it comes to giving the large, outstand- 
ing firms that by the nature of the business collect in cities like Chicago, 
Boston, Los Angeles, and New York, if we distributed or selected 
architects on the basis of local conditions only, we would not give the 
very best firms in the country an even chance with the local firms, 
because there would never be a sufficient number of Federal projects to 
give, let us say, the many architects, the many qualified architects, in 
New York City a fair participation on the basis of local distribution. 

As I said the other day, when it comes to these large, important 
jobs, we try to deal from the top of the deck. That is why we estab- 
lished that rather large, up-to-date file, including close to 100 names. 

Mr. Fine. The inference seems to be, Mr. Strobel, that you per- 
sonally selected Ferrenz to send its brochure; is that correct? 

Mr. Srroset. No, I don’t think the answer would be—— 

Mr. Roprno. I don’t believe that is the inference. I didn’t draw 
such an inference. 

Mr. Fine. What is the inference, that Ferrenz, having done busi- 
ness with the firm of Strobel & Salzman 

The Cuatrman. No. Mr. Schwarz, in company with Mr. Strobel, 
visited the Ferrenz firm, submitted a brochure to Sin and attempted 
to get some business. 

Mr. Fine. You didn’t understand my statement. I said the infer- 
ence here was that Mr. Strobel personally solicited Mr. Ferrenz to 
send him the brochure to the Public Buildings Service—— 

Mr. Srrosex. That is not so. 

Mr. Fine (continuing). To be listed, to list them among the hun- 
dred of outstanding architects in the country. , 

The Cuarrman. Who inferred that? 

Mr. Frnz. What would the purpose be of asking him about Ferrenz, 
if in fact that was not the inference ? 

The Cuarmman. I am going to state it as I understand it. That 
Mr. Schwarz, accompanied by Mr. Strobel, visited Ferrenz, and Mr. 
Schwarz submitted a brochure of Strobel & Salzman, and solicited 
business from the Ferrenz firm. 

Mr. Finr. I know, but Mr. Hill took the stand this morning, and I 
couldn’t quite get the connection, but I now have the connection. 

The question oe to Mr. Hill was, Didn’t Mr. Ferrenz, or the Ferrenz 
firm, request to be included among the architects in the Public Service 
work? Now, isn’t the inference then to be drawh that because Mr. 
Strobel went in December, or whenever it was, in 1954, to see Mr. 
Ferrenz, he personally solicited subsequently Mr. Ferrenz’s applica- 
tion to be included as one of the outstanding architects? 

And I want to know from Mr. Strobel, is that the inference? Is it 
true that you asked Mr. Ferrenz to send in a brochure on himself, so 
that “y might be included among those 100 or 90 outstanding archi- 
tects 

Mr. Srropet. That firm was included in the list of 100 that was 
solicited by GSA. 

Mr. Fine. And prepared by whom? 
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Mr. Srropen. It was handled by the Design and Construction 
Division. 

Mr. Frnz. And not by you personally ? 

Mr. Srroset. No. I will admit I did discuss the basic list with the 
members of the staff. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Strobel, after you and Mr. Schwarz solicited 
business from Ferrenz & Taylor, Strobel & Salzman did obtain a con- 
tract from Ferrenz & Taylor; isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 

The CuarrMman. What was the amount ? 

Mr. Srrosex. I don’t know. I had absolutely nothing to do with 
negotiating that contract. 

The CuHarrman. Was it about $18,000? 

Mr. Srrosen. It could be; I can’t answer it. 

Mr. Maerz. Is that correct, Mr. Schwarz ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I believe it is, more or less like that, depending on 
what work we would do. 

Mr. Materz. Now, at this meeting, Mr. Strobel, that you had with 
Mr. Ferrenz, was there any discussion of Government business ? 

Mr. Srroset. To my recollection, none whatsoever. 

Mr. Maretz. See if the facts that I will now state to you are correct 
as they occurred. 

You and Mr, Schwarz visited Mr. Ferrenz in the latter part of 1954, 
to see whether Strobel & Salzman sould get some business from Ferrenz 
& Taylor; is that correct? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Something went before that, however. 

Mr. Materz. Why don’t you tell the whole story, Mr. Schwarz, as 
you understand it? 

Mr. Scuwarz. You are correct as far as you go, but there is some- 
thing that went before that. I communicated with Mr. Ferrenz, be- 
cause I got the list of housing jobs in the city of New York which were 
going to be let, and he made an appointment with me, but he said he 
would like to have Mr. Strobel along with me when I came to visit him. 

From then on your statement is correct. 

Mr. Materz. I see. 

Now, subsequently, then, Strobel & Salzman obtained from Ferrenz 
& Taylor an $18,000 contract; is that correct ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. Prior to that time, is it not correct that Strobel & 
Salzman had never received any business from Ferrenz & Taylor? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. And is it not true that about 1948 Strobel & Salzman 
had attempted to secure business from Ferrenz & Taylor? 

Mr. Scuwarz. The way to answer that question is that they, among 
others—a letter was written to Ferrenz & Taylor, or to him, as well 
as other people, in the course of our business, soliciting work. And if 
that is considered soliciting work, then the answer is “Yes.” But that 
is one of many. 

Mr. Materz. I see. 

Now, Mr. Strobel, isn’t it true that after Strobel & Salzman obtained 
this $18,000 contract—by the way, that was in 1955, was it not? What 
was the date of the contract—I will put it this way—with Ferrenz & 
Taylor? 
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Mr. Scuwarz. We wrote our proposal on the 29th of June, and they, 
after getting clearance with the Board of Education of the City of 
New York, told us on some day in August, I havn’t the exact date—— 
' Mr. Marerz. August 1955? 

Mr. Scuwarz. August 1955, that we would be acceptable as the 
engineers for that project. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Strobel, isn’t this correct: That Ferrenz & 
Taylor has formally asked for Government business from Public 
Buildings Service? 

Mr. Srropet. I would like to say that they have submitted their 
brochure and answered our questionnaire. And their name is, there- 
fore, in our current file of the 90 to 100 architects. 

The Cuairman. They didn’t submit the brochure and do that just 
for the sake of doing it; they did it for the sake of getting business, 
didn’t they ? 

Mr. Srrose.. I would imagine that any architectural firm who is re- 
quested to submit such information would be more than happy to do 
so, with probably some expectation or getting some work. 

I would like, Mr. Chairman, for the record to mention that since 
{ have been Commissioner the firm of Ferrenz & Taylor is the only new 
client that Strobel & Salzman has obtained. 

Mr. Materz. Isn’t Chapman & Delehanty a new firm, since you be- 
came Commissioner ¢ 

Mr. Srrozet. That is correct; they are a new firm, though that 
negotiation was very active before that time. Even including that 
firm, I would say two new clients in the period of a year and a half is 
not enough. 

Mr. Keating. Is that below par? 

Mr. Srropexv. It is away below par. 

Mr. Keatrine. In other words, at many new clients a year were 
they getting before you became actively identified with the Govern- 
ment 

Mr. Srrosex. I can’t answer that by numbers, but some of these 
clients are one-shot operations. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Strobel, do you think it was proper for you in 
any way to solicit business for your own firm of Strobel & Salzman, 
from a firm that was interested in doing business with the Public Serv- 
ice Administration ? 

Mr. Fine. I object to the question, Mr. Chairman. There is no 
such testimony. 

The CuHarrman. Or has it solicited from the Public Building Serv- 
ice Administration? Do you think that is proper? 

Mr. Srrosex. I don’t think I quite got the question. 

The Cuarrman. Do you think it is proper for you as the Commis- 
sioner to solicit business from a firm that, in turn, seeks business from 
the Public Service Administration, where you are Commissioner in 
that agency ? 

Mr. Srroset. Well, as discussed the other day—let me say this: 
There could come a time if either negotiations, either the one by 
Strobel & Salzman with an outside firm, or the second negotiation 
by that firm with GSA, if they became actualities and approached, let 
us say, conclusion of contracts, at such a time would it be proper for 
me to disqualify myself in either one of the two cases? But I do not 
feel that such a situation has been reached at this point. 
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The CuamrMan. In other words, you feel it is not improper? 

Mr. Srrosex. Not as it was done in this case, Mr. Chairman. 

The Carman. I didn’t hear your answer. 

Mr. Srropex. Not as it was done in the case of Ferrenz & Taylor. 

The Cuarrman. It was not improper in that case? 

Mr. Srrose.. That is the way I feel, yes. 

Mr. Fixe. The other day, Mr. Strobel, in answer to Mr. Keating’s 
question as to whether or not, if you had new business, if you had been 
doing business with a firm and that firm had solicited specific business 
from the Government, from your agency where negotiations were 
being entered into, Mr. Keating asked you that question, what would 
you do? And I remember your answer was you would disqualify 
yourself. 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Frnz. And you say now that this Ferrenz situation was not that 
kind of a situation ? 

Mr. Srroset. It had not reached that stage. 

Mr. Keratine. And so long as you disqualify yourself from any 
connection with it, I think it would be unfortunate if the result of 
these hearings was to be that all of these architects—who I am told are 
the finest firms in the country—whose names have been dragged into 
= hearing, were barred from any and all Government work here- 
atter. 

The CHatrman. No, that is not the question. The question is 
whether it is proper for Mr. Strobel to occupy the position he has in 
the light of all the circumstances, and the architects shouldn’t be pun- 
ished, by no means. It is a question whether the delicacy of the situa- 
— warranted Mr. Strobel in disqualifying himself or continuing 
lis activity. 

Mr. Knrattne. So long as he disqualifies himself, it would be unfor- 
tunate if all of these fine architectural firms are barred from all Gov- 
ernment business because of these hearings. 

The Cuatrman. I will ask the gentleman from Rochester this, if 
he wishes to answer: Does he think it is proper for the Commissioner 
of Public Buildings to solicit business from firms that might be doing 
business with him ? 

Mr. Keatine. No. It is not perhaps illegal, but it is unethical—it 
is unfortunate that a person is in that position, placed in a situation 
where he might have some conflict of interest, and he has to walk a 
very narrow line, just as Members of Congress do. And it may very 
well be that there are Members of Congress who are also members of 
the bar who have talked with people and had them at lunch, for the 
purpose of—without, of course, soliciting it, which would be contrary 
to the canon of ethics—but for the purpose of ingratiating themselves 
with some prospective clients. There are some Members of Congress 
actively practicing law today while they are still Members of Con- 
gress. 

Now, you don’t actively practice law unless you, in the most careful 
manner, make yourself so indispensable to prospective clients that they 
feel they can’t do without you. 

Now, those people may have business with the Government in some 
unrelated matter. And the question is, Are we going to say to a mem- 
ber of the executive branch just exactly the same thing as we must 
say as Members of Congress to our colleagues, “Now, you can’t exam- 
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ine a title for, let us say, the X construction company, and you can’t 

et a fee for that, because the X construction company down in Texas 
foe a Government job. And so you or your law firm can’t get a hun- 
dred dollar fee for examining the title on a piece of their property up 
in New York State.” 

Mr. Fine. If the gentleman would yield—— 

Mr. Keratine. Yes, I will yield. 

Mr. Fine. The gentleman doesn’t have to go down to Texas for a 
contract. Why couldn’t it be that that very construction company has 
a bill before Congress on which a vote may be very important—and the 
gentleman will remember the roads bill, which we voted on only last 
year, or the gas bill, where six votes made the difference. 

Mr. Keatine. That is right. It is difficult to know just where to 
draw the line. 

The witness here in this case in question, at the request of a person 
that we call a prospective client, went with the man that is actively 
running his firm and talked with this man in general about business, 
I take it 

Mr. Frnz. Will the gentleman further yield ? 

Mr. Keatine. Yes. 

Mr. Fine. Isn’t the question here before us now whether Mr. Strobel 
ever dealt personally as the Commissioner with a former client of his, 
and gave him business? Isn’t that the question we are trying to re- 
solve? 

ave Keating. Whether he misused his position—it is more than 
that. 

Mr. Fine. Isn’t that the first question? And the answer to that is, 
Mr. Strobel said no, he did not, and further, if such a situation arose 
he would disqualify himself. 

The Cuatrman. You forget the Petroff case. 

Mr. Five. I don’t want to forget any case. I thought the Petroff 
case had been cleared by the fact that there had been an unusal situa- 
tion, and I think we mentioned that several times. 

The CuHatrMan. I would say that the statement of the gentleman 
from New York, Mr. Keating, is a very applicable statement. But I 
wonder whether or not it is proper for Mr. Ferrenz, say, who was 
then seeking business with Mr. trobel as Commissioner of Public 
Buildings, to have Mr. Strobel in turn seek business with Mr. Fer- 
renz. 

Mr. Keatine. Well, the point is that the evidence isn’t just as simple 
as that. 

The Cuamman. And, in addition, Mr. Strobel got business from 
Mr. Ferrenz. 

Mr. Fixer. The difficulty, Mr. Chairman, with your statement is 
that you have included facts which are not in the record. 

Mr. Keatine. And excluded facts which are in the record. 

The CHarrmMan. I don’t agree with the gentlemen. I think I state 
the position exactly as it is. 

r. Finn. Just so we can finish this thought, Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to get it clear in my own mind, is the chairman suggesting that 
no engineering firm, no member of an engineering firm, could ever be 
Commissioner of Public Works of the GSA ? 

The CHarrMan. I make no such suggestion. I suggest that the 
conduct of Mr. Strobel in soliciting business with Mr. Ferrenz at the 
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time Mr. Ferrenz was soliciting business from him, and subsequently 
got—and subsequently he got business—— 

Mr. Keatrinc. That isn’t true; that isn’t the evidence. 

The Cuarrman. I say, the mutual solicitation that we have here, to 
my mind, was unethical, to say the least. 

Mr. Keatine. If you will strike out what we have here, I would go 
along with you, “mutual solicitation.” You pat my back and I will 
pat yours; we have seen plenty of that in the Government in the past. 
And that would be improper and unethical, if he were ee usi- 
ness at the very time that Mr. Ferrenz’ concern was soliciting Govern- 
ment business, and they were there and talking about the same thing, 
and saying “All right, I will give you my business, and you give me 
yours”; that would just be unethical. 

The Cuarrman. Unfortunately, Mr. Strobel is placed in this posi- 
tion. But I think Mr. Strobel was rather careless in his conduct, to 
say the least. And I think he should have refrained from soliciting 
any business from this Ferrenz firm. 

Mr. Rodino? 

Mr. Ropino. Mr. Strobel, I think you made the statement—— 

Mr. Keatine. While we are talking about this, I think the witness 
should be permitted to explain his answer. 

The Cuarrman. He will be permitted. 

Mr. Roptno. I want to ask whether Mr. Strobel in answer to the 
question put to him a while ago with relation to the Ferrenz & Taylor 
inquiry, whether he did not say that he had some general knowledge 
that Ferrenz & Taylor was soliciting business from the Government. 

Mr. Srroser. No, I didn’t. 

Mr. Roptno. Or you assumed—— 

Mr. Srroset. No, sir, I didn’t. 

Mr. Kratine. What he said was that later he assumed that any 
big architectural firm would welcome doing business with the Govern- 
ment; that is my understanding of it. 

Mr. Roptno. Would you state it so that that may be clarified, just 
what was the situation there at the time that there was solicitation 
of business of Ferrenz & Taylor, or did you then have any knowledge 
that Ferrenz & Taylor was soliciting business from the Government ? 

Mr. Srroset. I have no knowledge of them soliciting business from 
the Government at that time or up to date. 

As far as I recall, they have never called on me or even anybody in 
my office soliciting business from GSA. However, they are on our list 
of 90 to 100 architects which we established an up-to-date file on. 

Mr. Roprno. When was that list submitted, that list of some 90 to 
100 architects ? 

Mr. Srrosex. I think we started talking about that late in 1954. 
There has always been a certain list, but it was not up to date. Just 
when it was brought up to date I don’t know. 

Mr. Scuwarz. I recall this year—to have it on hand after—no, let’s 
see the time now—we knew when Congress went home last year that 
we were going to have a few large. prominent projects here in Wash- 
ingtor And it was from that time on that we started working on 
establishing this up-to-date list. 

Mr. Roprno. In other words, this list was established without Fer- 
renz & Taylor having actually sought from the Government at that 
time to be included in such a list. 
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Mr. Srroset. I think that is correct; yes, sir. ; 

Mr. Keatine. And you sent to them, as you did to many other big 
firms—you said, “Here is a questionnaire, if you are interested in 
doing Government work fill this questionnaire out and return it to us.” 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Keatinc. And as far as you know Ferrenz & Taylor to this 
very day have not actively solicited business while you have been 
there ¢ 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 

Mr. Fine. The basic question is, Is the inclusion of the firm on the 
list the equivalent of soliciting business ? 

Mr. Srroseu. No, sir. 

Mr. Fine. Is it? 

Mr. Srroset. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Fine. Well, I don’t think so either. 

Mr. Ropino. May I ask one further question, Mr. Strobel. Did 
Ferrenz & Taylor respond to the Government’s request for informa- 
tion in order to be included on such a list prior to the time that the 
solicitation came from Mr. Schwarz? 

Mr. Srrosew. I have to answer this way, that personally I have no 
knowledge as to whether they actually submitted full information or 
not. If they did it is in our file. But I don’t personally know about 
it. 

Mr. Fixe. Mr. Rodino wanted to know whether or not the Govern- 
ment solicited the information from Ferrenz. 

Mr. Stroper. We did. 

Mr. Frvr. The Government did? 

Mr. Srroper. The Government did. And the answer was—the 
question was, the way I understood it, Did they submit such infor- 
mation ? 

Mr. Roprino. That is right. 

Mr. Srropex. If they did, I don’t know about that personally. 

Mr. Roptno. In other words, the Government would on its own 
initiative solicit certain information from certain outstanding firms; 
is that it? 

Mr. Srrosexr. Right. 

Mr. Ropino. And whether or not this information was submitted 
by Ferrenz & Taylor at that time that this solicitation developed, you 
do not know. 

Mr. Stropev. That information was not submitted to me person- 
ally ; it was requested to be mailed in to the Acting Director of Design 
and Construction. He has charge of the file. 

The Cuairman. Any other questions ? 

Go ahead. 

Mr. Maerz. Now I turn to the Petroff matter, Mr. Schwarz. Were 
you in this room when Mr. Strobel testified that on August 26, 1954, 

e, as Commissioner of Public Buildings, recommended to his sub- 
ordinate, Mr. Lawton, Deputy Regional Director of GSA, that Mr. 
Lawton consider or award a Government architectural contract to 
Serge Petroff? Did you hear that testimony ? 

Mr. Ross. Did you say “consider or award”? 

Mr. Keatine. There is quite a difference. 

Mr. Matetz. We will get to that point in just a moment. 

Did you hear that testimony ? 
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Mr. Scuwarz. I heard the testimony. Whether it is exactly as 
you say I don’t know, but I heard the testimony. 
Mr. Materz. Mr. Lawton testified, page 101: 


The CHAIRMAN. He used the words “absolute instruction.” I am trying to 
find out what he meant by it. 


I will read Mr. Lawton’s answer: 


Mr. LAwTon. I meant by that that Mr. Strobel inferred that I was to do 
business with Petroff and not with any other firm. I welcomed the suggestion 
from Mr. Strobel because of the time problem involved in this work. 


Now, do you recall that testimony ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes; I recall that testimony. 

Mr. Srroset. Mr. Counsel, isn’t it also true that Mr. Lawton also 
testified that my request or my mention of the name of Petroff did 
not mean that he exclusively had to deal with that man? 

Mr. Maerz. Let me read at page 101, Mr. Strobel : 

Mr. Maerz. When you left Mr. Strobel’s office, did you consider awarding 
this contract to anybody but Petroff? 

Mr. Lawton. No; I had no reason to at that time. 

Mr. MALETz. Why not? 

Mr. LAWTON. Mr. Strobel had recommended Mr. Petroff to me, I had con- 
fidence in his knowledge of the firms in New York City, and I saw no reason 
to question it until I had talked with Petroff. 

Mr. Ross. Mr. Counsel, would you mind reading the next ques- 
tion and answer ? 

Mr. Matetz. Yes; I will read the rest of the page: 

The CHAIRMAN. You said that you do not consider that it was absolute instruc- 
tion. Do you mean by that that there was an instruction? 

Mr. Lawton. I do not consider that it was an order to do business with Petroff 
to the exclusion of any other firm. 

The CHAIRMAN. But the fact that Mr. Strobel had had this conversation with 
you and told you about Petroff, in view of the fact that Mr. Strobel was your 
superior, you felt that that was an instruction, did you not? It might not have 
been absolute instruction, but it was an instruction. 

Mr. Keatina. You are putting the words in his mouth. 

The CHAIRMAN. He used the words “absolute instruction,” I am trying to find 
out what he meant by it. 

Mr. Lawton. I meant by that Mr. Strobel inferred that I was to do business 
with Petroff and not with any other firm. I welcomed the suggestion from Mr. 
Strobel because of the time problem involved in this work. 


Now, let me ask you this, Mr. Schwarz. Is it or is it not correct that 
at that time, August 27, 1954, Petroff was a regular and active client 
of Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. Now, after August 27, 1954, how many jobs did Stro- 
bel & Salzman get from Petroff i 

Mr. Scuwakz. What was that date? 

Mr. Maerz. August 27, 1954. 

Mr. Scuwarz. I would have to look into the record to see. 

Mr. Materz. May I refresh your recollection ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes. 

Mr. Matetz. I have the information here, and I can ask you whether 
it is correct. On December 1, 1954, did Strobel & Salzman get a con- 
tract from Serge Petroff ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Well, I would have to look through here now. 

Mr. Frnz. Mr. Chairman, the record shows that he did, why do we 
have to repeat the same facts ? 
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The Cuarrman. The question will be propounded and answered as 
Mr. Maletz indicated. 

Mr. Scuwakz. What date was that? 

Mr. Matetz. August 1, 1954. 

Mr. Scuwarz. The way I can answer that question is not in a yes or 
Lee 

Mr. Martz. Why don’t you tell us what jobs Strobel & Salzman got 
from Petroff after August 27, 1954? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I don’t know that I can say that, tell those jobs defi- 
nitely, I don’t know for sure. I know these jobs that are listed in 
this list, and I know what has happened in those jobs. 

The CHairman. Tell it in your own words. 

Mr. Scuwarz. This one which you speak of as December 1, 1954, is 
a job which has not up to the present time been started, or no contract 
has been determined on it, even though it is shown in this record; 
and so we have no contract at this moment on that particular job. 

We have made an expenditure of money in connection with it; and 
if the job doesn’t go ahead we won’t get any feeonit. That is the way 
I can answer the question on that first one. 

Mr. Maerz. That is the December 1, 1954, job? 

Mr. Scuwarz. December 1, 1954, that is correct. 

The CHairMaNn. What is the next one? 

Mr. Scuwarz. The next one on this list, which is January 5, 1955, 
we did that job for—we did that job on which Mr. Petroff was the archi- 
tect, that is correct. 

Mr. Materz. And what was the fee? 

Mr. Scuwarz. The fee at the moment has not yet been determined. 

Mr. Maerz. What is your estimate ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I wand say that the fee on that job would be some- 
thing in the neighborhood of $12 to $13 thousand. 

The Cuarrman. Any others? 

Mr. Scuwarz. On the other one, which is dated August 31, 1955, 
which was to determine whether a safe could be put on a floor of a 
building at 217 Broadway, from which the fee is going to be about 
$50, was done by us. 

The Cuarrman. Just $50? 

Mr. Scuwarz. $50, or $60, or $70, something. 

Mr. Marerz. Did you get a job from Petroff on February 9, 1955? 

Mr. Scuwarz. The job listed there as February 9 is not from Mr. 
Petroff, it is from somebody else. 

Mr. Matetz. I see. 

Mr. Fine. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a statement on this 
Petroff thing. I have stated it many times already, but I am going 
to state it for the record once and for all. 

It is my personal opinion from what I have heard here, and from 
the record that I have read very carefully, that the Petroff matter 
has been blown up beyond proportions, that Mr. Lawton did testify 
that the Petroff firm, as any other architectural firm, would be doing 
the Government a favor if they were to take this job. 

And under those circumstances, and knowing the background of the 
facts as they appear in the record, I think we are making a mountain 
out of this molehill. And I think the next time I hear anything about 
this Petroff matter I am going to vote definitely, and I will tell you 
now, that that matter not be considered an indictment against this 
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witness. I think it is outrageous to have us go over and over again a 
matter which Mr. Lawton testified to, and from whom we elicited the 
information very definitely that it was one of those very unusual 
circumstances. And unless Petroff did it, nobody else could have 
done it within the time limit. 

The Cuarrman. I think the gentleman from New York makes an 
excellent advocate for Mr. Strobel. 

Mr. Fine. If being an advocate means, I want to get the facts, then 
that is correct. 

The CuarrMan. We can’t conduct an inquiry with precision like 
instruments. 

Mr. Fine. Then why, every time you or counsel asks a question, 
have you got to put in the hypothetical question or the facts. 

The Cuatrman. When you become a judge of the Supreme Court 
of oe State of New York I know you are going to be an excellent 

udge 
Mr. Fine. I won’t tolerate this line of questioning. 

The CuarrMan. But this is not a hearing in the Supreme Court of 
the State of New York, this is a committee where there is a consider- 
able latitude, as is the case in all committees of Congress. 

Mr. Keatine. There certainly is latitude when you can spread over 
the newspapers that the gentleman is being investigated by the FBI. 

Mr. Fine. Will the gentleman yield ? 

The Cuatrman. I think the gentleman from New York wants to 

withdraw his statement that the Chairman wants to be fair and ob- 
jective. 
Mr. Five. The chairman knows that I love and respect him as a 
personal friend. I want to discuss this with him. Are we trying to 
win a case or trying to get the facts? If we are trying to win a case, 
that is one thing, and if we are trying to get the facts, that is another. 
I assume from what I said and the chairman said that what we are 
trying to get is the facts unbiased. 

The Cuatrman. I wonder whether the gentleman from New York 
is unbiased when he makes those statements as far as the Chair is 
concerned ? 

Mr. Finer. No, I said I love you. 

Mr. Roptno. I think, Mr. Chairman, we had better get on with the 
hearing. I am interested in conducting an impartial, fair hearing, 
that is what I seek to do. 

Mr. Keattna. I want to say at this time that I love the chairman 
too, and I don’t want to have my friend from Brooklyn as the only 
one displaying all of this affection for the chairman 

The Cuarrman. No; he is from the Bronx. 

Mr. Keating. It may be that the chairman had an idea that the facts 
were somewhat different from the evidence that has been brought out 
here, and I am frank to say that in our executive session when I was 
made to understand what evidence was going to be unfolded I was 
rather surprised, and I am still looking for that evidence that we 
talked about in the executive session. But we aren’t through yet. 

The Cuamman. If anybody looks with myopic eyes of course he 
can't see. And I am afraid the gentleman from Rochester and the 
gentleman from New York are looking with myopic eyes on this 
testimony. I see it different than they do, and I don’t think my eyes 
are myopic. But go on with the questions, 
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Mr. Keating. I haven’t worn glasses in a long time, and my eyes are 
considered pretty good. 

Mr. Ropryo. i have 20-20 vision too. But I think we had better 
wait before we make the conclusions. I don’t think anyone here in- 
tends to be an advocate, I think everyone intends to judge fairly. 

The Cuarrman. I think that is a very fair observation. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Schwarz, did the August 30, 1955, list of 
firms which you prepared, with which Strobel & Salzman negotiated, 
include the firm of Wilcox & Erickson ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Mauerz. Could you tell us when Strobel & Salzman negotiated 
with Wilcox & Erickson ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I don’t think that I can give you the exact date, 
but I can tell you what happened. 

Mr. Matertz. Sure. 

Mr. Scuwarz. Mr. Erickson required the services of a man to do 
some work in his office, and Mr, Strobel was kind enough to loan to Mr. 
Erickson that man who worked for us who was qualified to do the type 
of work which was required. And when the work was finished, we 
billed Wilcox & Erickson for the amount of this man’s service, and 
we did a favor to Mr. Erickson. That isthe reason why his name is on 
this list. 

Mr. Maerz. Has Strobel & Salzman sought to obtain work from 
Carson & Lundin, a New York architectural firm ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I can’t answer that “Yes” or “No.” 

Mr. Materz. Would you answer it anyway you like, sir. 

Mr. Scuwarz. One of the people in Carson & Lundin called up 
Mr. Salzman some time ago, offered us a job, and we wouldn’t take 
it; we didn’t take it, that is. I know about the soliciting of business 
with Carson & Lundin. 

Mr. Maerz. They offered you, Strobel & Salzman, a job, but you 
wouldn’t take it? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes. It was the New York City Fire House. 

Mr. Maerz. You know Mr. Morton Blumenthal ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I met Mr. Blumenthal. 

Mr. Maerz. Will you tell us when you first happened to meet him ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I don’t know what the exact date was. He came into 
our office, I don’t know when it was. 

Mr. Maerz. About when would that have been? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Well, it might have been sometime the latter part of 
last year, November or December. 

Mr. Marerz. And he came into your office? 

Mr. Scuwarz. He came in and introduced himself to me. 

Mr. Maerz What did he tell you? 

Mr. Scuwarz. He told me at that moment that if we wanted some 
work from an architectural firm, he would arrange to have me meet 
somebody from that firm. 

Mr. Maerz. Will you name the architectural firm ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes. 

Mr. Maerz. What firm was that? 

Mr. Scuwarz. It was De Young & Moscowitz. 

Mr. Maerz. Did he indicate to you that he had met with Mr. Strobel 
prior to visiting you? 
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Mr. Scuwarz. Not particularly. He told me that he knew Mr. 
Strobel, but he didn’t tell me that he met with him or that he had 
any—he told me that he did have a conversation with him. 

Mr. Materz. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. Scuwarz. He told me that he did have a conversation with him, 
but what the conversation was he didn’t expose to me. 

Mr. Maerz. Was that the first time you met Mr. Blumenthal ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. To the best of my knowledge, yes. 

Mr. Materz. Did he tell you that he had a conversation with Mr. 
Strobel in Washington ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. He said that he had met Mr. Strobel in Washington. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, he suggested that you go and see De Young & 
Moscowitz ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. About what, about getting business? 

Mr. Scuwarz. About the possibility of getting a job which was on 
the New York City list of housing jobs. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you go see De Young & Moscowitz? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I did. 

Mr. Materz. What happened ? 

Mr. Scnwarz. I went to see De Young & Moscowitz with Mr. Salz- 
man, and we reviewed the job which he had, which was a housing job 
for the city of New York. And I told Mr. Moscowitz that we did 
not want that job. 

Mr. Mauerz. And what was the reason that you didn’t want the job ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Because it would not fit in with our program of work 
at that time. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, did you get a job from De Young & Moscowitz 
subsegently ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Subsequent to that, I told Mr. Moscowitz tentatively 
for his records, with the Board of Education for the City of New 
York, that we would be willing to do a job for them. 

Mr. Marerz. And did you get a verbal commitment from De Young 
& Moscowitz to do that job? 

Mr. Scuwarz. After approval by the board of education, we did get 
a verbal commitment. 

Mr. Maerz. And when was that? 

Mr. Scuwarz. To the best of my knowledge, that was in May or 
June—I think it was in June of 1955. 

Mr. Materz. And about what was the fee to be to Strobel & Salz- 
man ¢ 

Mr. Scuwarz. The fee as established was an amount, I believe, of 
$29,000. 

Mr. Fine. Was that the contract that was canceled on August 4? 

Mr. Maerz. That is right. 

Mr. Keatine. You never did get that fee? 

Mr. Scuwarz. We never executed the work. 

Mr. Keating. The contract was canceled ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. We canceled the contract, and we told him we were 
sorry, but we would like to be withdrawn as the engineers on that. 
job. And nothing has happened with that particular job. 

Mr. Keating. You never did get any money out of this? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Never did get any money out of it, no. 
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Mr. Maerz. Will you tell the committee whether Mr. Blumenthal 
was helpful to Strobel & Salzman in getting the De Young & Mosco- 
witz business ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is a difficult question. 

Mr. Keatine. What business? 

Mr. Maerz. The $30,000 contract. 

Mr. Scuwarz. No, he was not. 

Mr. Maerz. He was not? 

Mr. Scuwarz. No. 

Mr. Materz. I take it that all he did was arrange the initial con- 
tact; is that right? 

Mr. Scuwarz. He arranged one conference with Mr. Moscowitz. 

Mr. Materz. And how many meetings did you have with Mr. 
Blumenthal ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. One. 

Mr. Maerz. And you have never seen him since? 

Mr. Scrrwarz. I have never seen him since. I spoke to him on the 
telephone once. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Schwarz, was it your understanding that 
Mr. Strobel had relinquished all participation in the management of 
Strobel & Salzman when he came to work in Washington ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes; I would say yes. 

Mr. Maserz. That was your understanding? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That was my understanding. 

Mr. Maerz. I show you an undated memorandum and ask you 
whether this is a true and accurate copy of a report that you sent, or 
memorandum which you sent, to Mr. Strobel. 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes, that is an accurate photostatic copy of my mem- 
orandum to Mr. Strobel. 

Mr. Rozss. Mr. Chairman, may I inquire of counsel whether the 
check mark on here was made by him. 

Mr. Mauerz. I can say that the check mark was placed there by me. 

Mr. Schwarz, would you read the last paragraph ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. The last paragraph of this memorandum reads: 

I would like to suggest that if you are not able to get to see Zackrison that 
you call him to find out if there is anything doing on alert hangars or on any 
other work, and if so, we could arrange to send someone down to see him. 

Mr. Matetz. Now, who was the Zackrison to whom. you referred ¢ 

Mr. Scuwarz. The Zackrison referred to in this memorandum is 
Mr. Zackrison of the Corps of Engineers, Office of the Corps of 
Engineers. And he was one of the persons authorized to act for the 
contracting officer. 

Mr. Matetz. He is a contracting officer for the Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Scuwartz. Or is authorized to act for the contracting officers, 
yes. 

Mr. Matetz. And what is the approximate date of this report, or 
memorandum, or letter, to Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I don’t recall the exact date of this thing, but I be- 
lieve it was some time in 1954. 

Mr. Materz. Fifty when? 

Mr. Scuwarz. 1954. I believe it was in 1954. 

Mr. Matetz. It was after Mr. Strobel came to work for the Gov- 
ernment, was it not? 
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Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, if it was your understanding that Mr. Strobel 
had relinquished all active participation in the management of Strobel 
& Salzman, why did you suggest that Mr. Strobel get in touch with 
Mr. Zackrison to discuss the possibility of getting work? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Well, if such work were possible out of the Corps 
of Engineers, and if I thought, according to my memorandum—and 
I did not think it was illegal for Mr. Strobel to do what I suggested— 
that it would be to our advantage in negotiating a contract if he could 
communicate with Mr. Zackrison. However, I am not familiar en- 
tirely with all the Government regulations pertaining to his job as 
Public Buildings Commissioner. 

Mr. Kearrne. You wanted to find out whether it would pay you 
to come down here, a job pending that would pay you to come down 
here and see about; is that correct ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Chairman, I offer that report in evidence at this 
point. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 

Corn was in the office this afternoon. Spoke about generalities for about 15 
minutes. He is stopping at the Engineers’ Club. 

He is traveling around this area but will not be around at any time when you 
are here. 

If you get to Omaha he would like you to get in touch with him in advance 
if you can. 

I presume Wagner called you on the phone today. 

I would like to suggest that if you are not able to get to see Zackrison that 
you call him to find out if there is anything doing on alert hangars or on any 
other work and, if so, we could arrange to send someone down to see him. 

Mr. Frinr. May I ask a question, Mr. Strobel? Did you go to see 
this gentleman ? 

Mr. Srroset. To the best of my recollection, I did not call Mr. 
Zackrison, and I did not go to see him. 

Mr. Materz. I would like to say, Mr. Congressman, that the purpose 
of this questioning is only to elicit from Mr. Schwarz his understand- 
ing of Mr. Strobel’s role in the firm of Strobel & Salzman. 

Mr. Scuwarz. I would like to make one further remark about this. 
I don’t know who told me about this, but somebody told me that there 
is an alert hangar program which is going to continue. And Strobel 
& Salzman did the original alert hangars for the Corps of Engineers, 
and I thought possibly there was some more work involved down 
there, and if we could get it we would like to get it. 

One more statement 

Mr. Roprtno. Pardon me. Is that a special type of work, alert 
hangars ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I would say that it was a special type of work; yes. 

Mr. Roprno. And your organization had done that work commer- 
cially ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. We had done the original standard alert hangar 
plans for the Corps of Engineers; that is correct. 

There is one more statement I would like to make. I never did get 
any reply from Mr. Strobel as to whether he did anything in con- 
nection with this memorandum. This was an informative memoran- 
dum to him, and I never did get any reply either written or oral. 
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Mr. Mauerz. As I understand it, Mr. Strobel never did contact Mr. 
Zackrison about getting any original work; is that right? 

Mr. Scuwarrz. I don’t know. 

Mr. Materz. I direct your attention to a document dated July 2, 
1955, and ask you whether this is an accurate copy of the report which 
you sent to Mr. Strobel? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes; that appears to be a correct copy. 

Mr. Fine. What is the date? 

Mr. Scuwarz. July 2, 1954. 

Mr. Materz. Now, is Mr. Strobel’s handwriting on that document ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes; it is. 

Mr. Maerz. Will you explain the document to the committee? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Well, this is a memorandum to Mr. Strobel, an infor- 
mative memorandum to Mr. Strobel telling him—let me first read it 
through to be sure I am going to give the right answer—you want an 
explanation of this? 

Mr. Materz. Yes. Will you describe what this report is all about? 

Mr. Scuwarz. This is an informative memorandum, I would say, 
to Mr. Strobel telling him that we billed up to 15—up to 25—percent 
of the work which we did on the helicopter hangars, and telling him 
approximately how we arrived at that amount, because of the fact 
that we had—that we are bound to submit a bill for the amount of 
work actually performed on any Government or any other contract. 
And that is what is represented by the first part of this 
memorandum. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, did Mr. Strobel indicate in this memorandum 
that he would take certain action about a possible extra? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is indicated in this memorandum; yes. 

Mr. Maerz. Didn’t Mr. Strobel, in this memorandum, indicate to 
‘you in handwriting that he would talk with Mr. Hench about a pos- 
sible extra ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Yes. 

Mr. Materz. And Mr. Hench is with the Corps of Engineers; is 
that not correct ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. And then Mr. Strobel gave you some other instruc- 
tions about money that was owed to you by another firm; is that not 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. He said “Wait until August,” is that correct ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, would this indicate to you that Mr. Strobel had 
relinquished all active participation in the management of Strobel & 
Salzman ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. The way I interpret it, it is indicated by everything 
that has been done up to the present time. The first part of this 
memorandum is informative. 

I went through some arithmetic figures, which he corrected me on 
when he wrote his note in connection with, that is in connection with 
the contract we are talking about at this moment, the helicopter 
hangars. And that, I would say, has nothing to do with the manage- 
ment or operation of the firm of Strobel & Salzman. 
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Mr. Maerz. Would the fact that Mr. Strobel spoke to Mr. Ferrenz 
with you about the possibility of getting work indicate that Mr. 
Strobel had relinquished all active participation in the management 
of Strobel & Salzman ¢ 

Mr. Scuwarz. The circumstances which led to seeing Mr. Ferrenz 
seem to indicate to me that he did not have anything to do with the 
management of the firm at the time when we saw Mr. Ferrenz. Mr. 
Ferrenz was the man who requested Mr. Strobel to be there. And Mr. 
Strobel was there, at Mr. Ferrenz’s request. 

Mr. Mauerz. Is Strobel & Salzman presently working on an over- 
time basis. 

Mr. Scuwarz. I have been away for a week and a half; I don’t 
know. 

Mr. Matrrz. About a week and a half ago were they working on an 
overtime basis 4 

Mr. Scuwarz. Partly. 

Mr. Maerz. I beg your pardon ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. They were partly on an overtime basis, depending on 
whether the work was required at that time. 

Mr. Mauerz. Were they working on an overtime basis, say, in Sep- 
tember of 1954? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I do not believe so, but I could not say definitely. 

Mr. Maerz. To refresh your recollection you might refer to a let- 
ter, which I shall not put in evidence unless you desire us to do so, a 
letter dated June 27, 1955. 

Mr. Ross. What was that date, sir? 

Mr. Materz. June 27, 1955. 

Mr. Srroset. Before we get off of this memorandum dated July 2, 
1954, I would like to point out that the matter that I indicated that I 
would talk to Mr. Hench about is an old warehouse contract that was 
negotiated and completed in 1953. 

Mr. Materz. And you had discussions with Mr. Hench about a 
claim for extras in May of 1955 too, did you not, under that old con- 
tract ? 

Mr. Srroset, That is what I followed up on in 1955; yes. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Chairman, at this point I offer in evidence the: 
report from Mr. Schwarz to Mr. Strobel dated July 2, 1954. 
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Mr. Ross. What was the last letter you referred to? 

Mr. Materz. June 27, 1955. 

Mr. Fine. Before you talk about that letter that you are looking 
for, Mr. Robb, I just want to make sure that I understood this thing. 

This ean ton that was just offered in evidence was dated July 
2, 1954? 

Mr. Maerz. That is right. 

Mr. Fine. Mr. Strobel became the Commissioner on July 1, 1954? 

Mr. Maerz. That is right. 

Mr. Fine. And there must have been some old business that had to 
be transacted that he knew about when he was an active member of 
the firm. Does counsel wish to indicate that just because a memo- 
randum, dated July 2, refers to some business that he took care of that 
that means he was still actively engaged ? 

Mr. Maerz. No, I am not indicating that, Mr. Fine, not a bit. 

Mr. Keatine. What is the purpose of putting in a memorandum like 
that? I haven’t any objection to it going in, but the fact that a memo 
was sent to him the next day after he assumed his Government posi- 
tion about some further business, I don’t see the significance of it. 

Mr. Maerz. All I am trying to do, Mr. Keating, is ascertain what 
Mr. Schwarz’ understanding of Mr. Strobel’s relationship with Stro- 
bel & Salzman is; that is all. And I don’t know that it is particularly 
material to put that report in evidence. 

The Cuatrman. Go ahead. 

Mr. Materrz. I just asked you to refer to that letter of June 27, 1955. 

I beg your pardon. The letter is September 14, 1954; I am sorry. 

Mr. Ross. 1954 or 1955? 

Mr. Maerz. 1955. 

Mr. Scuwarz. This isn’t the one we are talking about! 

Mr. Maerz. No. I am sorry I misled you. 

Mr. Fine. While they are looking for it, to refresh my recollection, 
was there evidence here that the business of the firm had fallen off by 
better than 50 percent after Mr. Strobel became the Commissioner of 
Public Buildings? 

Mr. Maerz. I think Mr. Strobel so testified. 

Mr. Schwarz, I might suggest that you might want to put in the 
_— your payroll figures for 1953, 1954, 1955. Do you care to do 
that ¢ 

Mr. Scuwarz. Well 

Mr. Maerz. On a monthly basis. 

Mr. Scuwarz. I don’t know whether that is available to put in; 
I don’t know whether it is available. 

The CuairmMan. Have you got the payroll figures? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Not with me. 

The Cuarrman. Have you got them in the office? 

Mr. Scuwarz. In the office; yes, sir. 

; iy CuatrMANn. Will you supply them for the committee, Mr. 
Robb ¢ 

Mr. Ross. I will be glad to do so. 

Mr. Srrosev. In what form should they be submitted? There are 
the timetable sheets, and everything else. Are you talking about a 
summary that was made by Mr. Schwarz on just the half a page? 
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Mr. Matetz. He gave me the payroll figures for Strobel & Salzman 
for each of the months beginning in 1953, extending through, as I 
recall, August of 1955. And I thought that possibly you might like 
to have those figures included in the record. 

Mr. Ross. You mean the amount of payrolls, Mr. Maletz, or the 
number of employees, or what? 

Mr. Materz. Amount of payrolls. 

Mr. Ross. Just the amounts? 

Mr. Materz. That is right, on the basis, I think—Mr. Schwarz 
indicated to me that is the most accurate barometer of how good or 
bad business is. 

Mr. Ross. I should think the amount of profits might be the more 
accurate barometer. 

Mr. Srrosen. It might be an indication of how busy the office is, 
but it only has an indirect bearing on the amount of profit that is made. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Strobel, put it in any way you wish. 

Mr. Keatrine. I would be interested to know, if you have the figures 
as to Mr. Strobel’s personal income, if he doesn’t object to it, his 
personal income out of this firm in the 1 or 2 years before he came to 
Washington, and since he came here. 

Mr. SrrosEt. We can do that. 

Mr. Keatina. If he doesn’t object, I think that might be significant 
to have for the record. 

The Cuatrman. Is that all right, Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. SrroseL. That is satisfactory. 

Mr. Materz. To get back to this letter of September 14, 1954, is it 
not a fact that you indicated then that you were on an overtime basis? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I would have to read this memorandum. ‘This is an 
informative memorandum also. 

Mr. Materz. You do not have to read the memorandum to the com- 
mittee, unless you choose to do so. 

Mr. Scuwarz. I don’t know where that passage is about overtime; 
T have a poor copy. 

Mr. Matetz. That would be in the fourth paragraph, last sentence. 

Mr. Scuwarz. I don’t know for sure whether we did go on an 
overtime basis. 

The CHarrman. What does that memorandum read ? 

Mr. Scowarz. The way this memorandum reads—— 

Mr. Materz. Just that paragraph, Mr. Schwarz. 

Mr. Scuwarz. This says: 

We are now quite busy, as Salo’s Plattsburg final job is about to start up, and 
together with helicopters, Gimbel Green Acres, and a few others, we will have 
to go on an overtime schedule. 

The Cuarrman. Do you want to explain that ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. Well, I don’t know whether we did go on an overtime 
schedule at that time; I cannot remember. I would have to look at 
the records in order to find out. But the helicopter job was one in 
which we had a time schedule to complete. 

And, as Mr. Strobel explained some time ago, the way to operate 
our office efficiently is to permit the expansion of productive work by 
putting men on overtime. And if at this time it became necessary 
with those three jobs having a completion date which we had to 
maintain, we did go on an overtime basis. And that happens very 
often in our business. 
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Mr. Materz. Just one final question. 

Could you tell us when Strobel & Salzman engaged Robert & Cuv., 
of Atlanta, Ga., as subcontractors to draw up plans and specifi- 
cations for the New York City incinerator project ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I didn’t hear part of your question. 

Mr. Materz. Could you tell us when Strobel & Saltzman engaged 
or hired Robert & Co., of Atlanta, Ga., as subcontractors to draw up 
plans and specifications for the New York City incinerator project ? 

Mr. Scuwarz. I cannot give that date definitely. 

Mr. Materz. Just the approximate date. 

Mr. Srropen. Mr. Chairman, I would like to explain that question. 
The way the question is phrased, it sounds as if Strobel & Salzman 
engaged Robert & Co. to draw plans and specifications for the in- 
cinerator job. As I explained the other day—— 

Mr. Materz. Alternate plans and specifications? 

Mr. Srroset. Yes, they were alternate plans, but they were only 
a small part of the overall project, amounting to, or the portion of 
the work being represented by, a total of 17 drawings be prepared 
by Robert & Co., as compared to a total of some 140 drawings on the 
entire set. 

Mr. Matetz. When were they prepared ? 

Mr. Srrosev. That, I believe, was in 1952. 

Mr. Scuwanrz. I believe so, too. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you know what month? 

Mr. Srrosext. No, I don’t recall that. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Schwarz. 

Mr. Keatina. I wanted to ask Mr. Strobel a question. 

Did you, as Commissioner of Public Buildings—now, I am con- 
sidering all the testimony we have had—did you, as Commissioner of 
Public Buildings, personally award any contract at any time to any 
former or present client of Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Srrozex. The only contract I personally signed to somebody 
that Strobel & Salzman had been doing business with was Robert 
Associates, in regard to the extra work to be done on the communicable 
diseases center in Atlanta,Ga. I signed that contract. 

Mr. Materz. And that was the case where they had originally, under 
your predecessors, done the big job? 

Mr. Srrozet. That is correct. 

Mr. Keatine. And there were two points, one, you felt that no other 
reputable architect would take it because of the fact that they were 
the architects on the original job? 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Keatrna. And, secondly, any architect that did take it would 
have to go over all of those old drawings, and it would cost the Gov- 
<a a lot more money to award it to anyone other than Robert 
& Co. ? 

Mr. SrrozeL. That is correct. 

And I might mention, to get an idea of the proportion of the new 
work to be done, they got a fee of $24,000 to finish up the drawings, 
to make the necessary additions and changes, as compared to an origi- 
nal fee of $388,000. 

The Cuarrman. At the time you gave that work to Robert & Co., 
did you clisclose to your superior, Mr. Mansure, the relations that you 
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may have had with Robert & Co. as a member of the firm, Strobel & 
Salzman? 

Mr. Srrosex. I am not sure of that, though it seems to me that the 
contract was probably signed after August 30. I am not positive. 

The CHarrman. Did you-— 

Mr. Srrosex. No. 

The Cuarrman. You did not tell Mr. Mansure? 

Mr. Srroseu. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Fine. I think the record is clear—I asked the question at the 
time as to the reason for not telling Mr. Mansure, and it was because 
the ethics of the Architects’ Society required him to take Mr. Robert, 
and there is no question about it. 

The Cuarmrman. That is not the question. I asked him, did he 
disclose. 

Mr. Fine. I know, but you have got to bring it in all together. 

net CuatrMan. Mr. Strobel, will you withdraw from the stand, 
ease. 
" We will now call Mr. Edmund F. Mansure of the General Services 
Administration. 

Mr. Mansure, will you please raise your right hand and repeat after 
me: Do you solemnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Mansore. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF EDMUND F. MANSURE, ADMINISTRATOR, GENERAL 
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, ACCOMPANIED BY MAXWELL H. 
ELLIOTT, GENERAL COUNSEL, GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRA- 
TION 


The Cuamman. Will you give your name and official position to 
the stenographer. 

Mr. Mansvure. Edmund F. Mansure, Administrator of General 
Services. 

The Carman. I want to indicate, Mr. Mansure, that you have 
been cooperative with this committee, and particularly with counsel, 
and we are grateful. 

Mr. Mansure. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Keatrne. Mr. Chairman, I am forced to leave at this point, 
and I understand the chairman has a letter from the Comptroller 
General of some kind. When will that be put in? 

The CHarrman. Just after Mr. Mansure’s testimony. 

Mr. Keating. Would it be possible to put it in at this point? 

The Cuairman. No. 

(At this point Mr. Keating left the hearing room.) 

The CHarrman. Mr. Mansure, you are the Administrator of the 
General Services Administration, are you not? 

Mr. Mansoure. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrman. And the Public Buildings Service is a constituent 
agency within the General Services Administration ? 

Mr. Mansvre. That is right, it is one of our service divisions, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. It is correct, is it not, that the Commissioner of 
Public Buildings is responsible to you 
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Mr. Mansvure. That is correct. 

The Caarrman. Now, did you appoint Mr. Strobel to the position of 
Commissioner of Public Buildings? 

Mr. Mansvre. I did. 

‘The Cuarrman. Was it on July 1, 1954? 

Mr. Mansure. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. And you appointed him as a full-time consultant on 
April 1, 1954, 3 months prior thereto ? 

Mr. Mansure. Yes. 

The CHarrman. I presume so that he could familiarize himself 
with the work of his job? 

Mr. Mansvre. To learn our problems and to work along with the 
former Commissioner. 

The CHarrman. On October 4, 1955, did you refer this entire matter 
to the Federal Bureau of Investigation ¢ 

Mr. Mansvre. That is correct. 

The Cuairman. To the FBI? 

Mr. Mansure. We referred it, I believe, to the Department of Jus- 
tice, and I think they referred it to the FBI. That was done, Mr. 
Chairman, as a regular arg in our Compliance Division. We 
felt that if in some of these allegations there was a conflict, that it 
should be investigated outside of General Services. 

The Carman. This was before these hearings started ¢ 

Mr. Mansvre. That is correct. And it was pertaining particularly 
to the Army engineers’ work. 

The Cuarrman. Did you know Mr. Strobel before you appointed 
him ? 

Mr. Mansvure. No; only by name. I had heard of Mr. Strobel but 
we hadn’t met before. 

The CuatrMan. As to the circumstances of his appointment, who 
recommended his appointment ? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, I knew that question was coming up, and I 
have been trying to recollect, but I do not know. 

I might say this, though: We were considering a number of persons 
for the position when Commissioner Reynolds had decided definitely 
to retire. He had asked me twice before if he could set a retirement 
date, and I requested him to stay on until we could get some of the 
pending operations a little bit more settled. And then I received, 
through the Republican National Committee, a biography background 
on Mr. Strobel. But with that I did not receive—— 

The Cuairman. You say the Republican National Committee ? 

Mr. Mansvure. That is right. But I did not receive a recommenda- 
tion from them. There has been some talk about some third persons, 
or outsider, recommending Mr. Strobel. There is no one that ever 
came to my attention from the outside of the Government that recom- 
mended Mr. Strobel to me. 

The Cuairman. Did you have any discussion with Mr. Strobel prior 
to his appointment regarding his future relationship with the New 
York engineering firm of Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Mansure. Yes,sir. We discussed that, I think, in considerable 
detail. I explained to him that this was a full-time job, there was a 
great responsibility connected with it, and that he would have to 
devote his time to the operation. I did that because I realized that 





CONFLICT OF INTEREST 183 


he held a very eminent position in the engineering field, and that 
coming into the Government was at a: considerable sacrifice, as many 
who have come into the Government have made. And I think it was 
completely understood between us. 

The Cuarrman. Would you mind talking a little louder, please ? 

Mr. Mansvre. I am sorry. 

We discussed the matter in considerable detail, and I explained to 
Mr. Strobel that this was an important position with great responsi- 
bility, and that it would be a very demanding job and full-time work. 
And I don’t think there was any misundertanding regarding what was 
to be done. And this was before April when he took the position as 
consultant. 

The Cuarrman. Now, did Mr. Strobel tell you that he would con- 
tinue his participation in the partnership profits of Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Mansure. Yes. It was agreed:that he would participate in the 
profits of the company. I knew nothing about the partnership of the 
company or how the profits were divided. But he was not to take 
part in the activities of the company. 

The Cuatrman. That is, he was not to take part in the activities, 
but you understood he was to participate in the partnership profits? 

Mr. Mansvure. Well, he was to hold his interest in the partnership. 

The CuHatrman. Did he tell you that he would continue to seek 
clients, or prospective clients, of Strobel 

Mr. Mansvre. No; that was not a part of the discussion at all. 

The Cuarrman. Did he tell you he might solicit business from archi- 
tects for Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Mansure. No. There was no agreement to that effect whatso- 
ever. 

The Cuatrman. Did he at any time inform you that he intended to 
prosecute a private claim for Strobel & Salzman before the Corps of 
Engineers ? 

Mr. Mansvre. I didn’t even know anything about that until these 
hearings commenced ; I never heard of that before. 

The Cuarrman. Now, Mr. Strobel has testified that before assum- 
ing his Government post he had the situation clarified with you re- 
garding his relationship with Strobel & Salzman; is that correct? 

Mr. Mansvre. That is correct. 

If there was to be any conflict between anyone that would be doing 
business with the Public Buildings Service of GSA, he was to take no 
part in it. 

Now, that can be very easily explained. Because of the background 
of Strobel and his firm, they were eminently qualified to judge engi- 
neering firms or achitectural firms or construction firms that would 
be bidding on Government business. We wanted that knowledge, and 
I felt. that just because a firm, maybe because of their experience or 
prominence, had done business with his former firm, they should not 
be barred from soliciting Government business; and in that case, then, 
I or someone in the Department that had nothing to do with the oper- 
ation would rule on whether they were qualified, and so forth. 

The CuHatrman. Did you discuss with anybody in the Attorney 
General’s Office the question of Mr. Strobel’s personal arrangement 
with Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Mansvre. No. 
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I was under the impression that Mr. Strobel’s counsel had taken the 
matter up and had saviaa him. 

The CuatrmMan. With whom? 

Mr. Mansvure. Well, that is what I did not know—that he had been 
advised that there was no conflict in his activities. You see, up until 
now I have known nothing about the organization of their partner- 
ship, or the activities of the firm, other than their business relation- 
ships. 

The Cuarrman. Did Mr. Strobel tell you that the matter had been 
cleared with Mr. Brownell, the Attorney General ? 

Mr. Mansure. No; there was no mention of that. He said that 
it had been cleared, but no identification, and Brownell’s name never 
‘ame into the discussion at all, the Attorney General. 

The CuHatrman. Did you take up the matter of Mr. Strobel with 
the General Services Administration legal staff ? 

Mr. Mansure. Yes; I did. 

The Cuatrman. And will you tell us about that? 

Mr. Mansvure. Well, we have a conflict-of-interest statement which 
we all sign, or anyone that comes from outside the Government into 
the Government, and I discovered that in—I want to get these dates 
correct—that in December 1954 that conflict-of-interest statement had 
been signed conditionally or with a reservation. 

So I asked our Compliance Department to check into it; at the same 
time I said that we should have a list of their clients. 

Now, the reason for that was all so simple. We felt that we could 
be helpful if we had that list. It was not in a critical vein that we 
asked for that, but we felt that with our business being placed all over 
the United States—that is, the Government business—that it would be 
very possible for somebody to bid on a job unbeknown to the Commis- 
sioner, which would be handled within one of our regions, that might 
some time cause a source of embarrassment. 

There was some misunderstanding regarding the compiling of that 
list, and we did not have the list until last August—August of 1955. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Mansure, I think you said that Mr. Strobel signed 
this code of ethics, or standards code, on December 27, 1954? 

Mr. Mansvure. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Could you tell us why he didn’t sign it when he as- 
sumed the Government position ? 

Mr. Mansure. No; there was no discussion of why he didn’t sign it. 
He said that he couldn’t sign it without the reservation of his interest 
in his company. We knew of that interest, so we told him to sign it 
with that reservation. 

Mr. Mauerz. At any time had Mr. Strobel declined to sign the 
standards of conduct statement ? 

Mr. Mansure. No; he hadn’t declined to me to sign it. I just pre- 
sumed that it had been signed, and discovered at that time that it had 
not, but there was no refusal to sign it. 

The CuHairmMan. How much time elapsed between the signing of that 
statement that you mentioned, by Mr. Strobel? It was presented to 
him on a certain date, and he took almost a year before he signed 
it with reservations; is that right? 

Mr. Mansvure. No; he took office on July 1, 1954, and he signed it 
in December of the same year, Mr. Chairman. 
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The CHatrman. And did you accept those reservations that he 
appended to that statement ? 

Mr. Mansvure. Well, the reservation was merely to the effect that 
he held his interest in this company, or partnership, which, of course, 
we had known from the very beginning. 

The CHatrman. Now, you are familiar with the code of ethics, or 
the so-called standards of conduct promulgated by your agency, are 
you not? 

Mr. Mansvre. Yes; I am, generally. 

The Cuamman. And I am sure you subscribe fully to those prin- 
ciples enunciated in them? 

Mr. Mansvre. I do. 

The Cuatrman. When was that code of ethics adopted, about ? 

Mr. Mansure. We have had it for several years. 

I would say we have had it since 1951 or 1952, Mr. Chairman. We 
have only required people within GSA to sign it since 1954. 

The CHarrmMan. That was before Mr. Strobel entered the service? 

Mr. MansvureE. That is correct; yes, sir. : 

The Cuarrman. It is true, is it not, that all employees are required 
to comply with your code of ethics as a condition of their employment ? 

Mr. Mansvre. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. You believe, do you not, that when an individual 
accepts employment with the Government he assumes responsibility 
over and above efficient and loyal performance of his assigned duties? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, I feel very strongly on that; yes. I think that 
when you accept Government service and work for the Government 
that you have an obligation and you have a trusteeship. 

The Cuarrman. You also believe, I am sure, that in the eyes of the 
public the personal conduct of a Government employee becomes a part 
of the reputation of the Government itself, is that correct ? 

Mr. Mansvre. I will agree with that, and I think particularly in 
GSA, because we come in contact with all Government agencies as well 
as the public, both. 

The CHatrMan. Do you subscribe to the principle that Government 
employees in all their dealings must so conduct themselves as to per- 
mit no possible basis for suspicion of any unethical business practices ? 

Mr. Mansvre. I do if the suspicion is well founded ; yes—but not 
otherwise. I think that the basis of suspicion should be well founded 
and not general, because I am accused of more things than ever existed. 
People claim that they have Mansure in their pocket, and have an in 
in GSA. Nobody has that. 

The Cuatrman. You would subscribe to the principle, would you 
not, that the obligation to protect fully the interests of the Government 
demands the avoidance of circumstances that would invite conflict 
between self-interest and integrity ? 

Mr. Mansvre. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. Now, these principles are set forth in your agency’s 
code of ethics, and [ think they are admirable principles. Section 
4 of the General Services Administration code of ethics requires 
prior written approval before any employee can engage in any outside 
business acivity. That is correct, isn’t it? 

Mr. Mansvre. That is right. And we enforce that very strictly. 

The Cuarrman. Did Mr. Strobel obtain written approval from any 
General Services Administration official to engage in private business 
activity ? 
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Mr. Mansvure. Well, not to my knowledge. But, Mr. Chairman, he 
wasn’t supposed to be engaged in outside business activity. 

The Cuarrman. He was not supposed to have been ? 

Mr. Mansure. No. 

The Crarrman. Now, you say that you were unaware that Mr. 
Strobel did engage in outside business activity, is that correct? 

Mr. Mansvure. Well, I wouldn’t want to pass judgment on that until 
T had a chance to review the hearings of this committee. I don’t know 
whether he did or whether he didn’t, but of course our policy within 
GSA is not to engage in outside business activities except where special 
permission has been given, and then there is no conflict with the Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Mansure, did you hear the testimony this morning 
concerning Ferrenz & Taylor? 

Mr. Mansvre. I heard a part of that testimony ; yes. 

Mr. Maerz. And I take it that you heard that Mr. Strobel testi- 
fied that he and Mr. Schwarz did solicit Ferrenz & Taylor? 

Mr. Mansvure. I heard that part of it; yes. 

Mr. Matetz. Now, was Mr. Strobel supposed to do that—is it in 
compliance with your code of ethics for Mr. Strobel to engage in that 
activity ? 

The Cuarrman. That type of activity. 

Mr. Mansure. Of course, I don’t know what happened at the meet- 
ing, but if it was solicitation of business, no. 

Mr. Materz. Would you say that the solicitation of business by 
Mr. Strobel would constitute a violation of your code of ethics? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, there would definitely be a conflict in a person’s 
judgment, and basically there would be a conflict with our code of 
ethics, 

The CuatrmMan. Now, section 6 of the General Services Adminis- 
tration code of ethics requires every employee, and irrespective of the 
position he occupies, to submit to his immediate superior a report of 
outside connections, listing all personal or financial relationships 
which he has or for merly had with anyone doing business with the 
General Services Administration, or which there is reason to believe 
might do any business with the General Services Administration. 
That is correct, isn’t it? 

Mr. Mansvure. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. And section 6 also prohibits every employee to take 
final action with respect to any matter in which such relationship or 
connection is involved until specific authorization is received from the 
General Services Administration Office of Compliance; that is cor- 
rect, isn’t it? 

Mr. Mansvure. That is correct; yes, sir. 

The CHAIRM: an. Now, when Mr: Strobel was first employed by the 
General Services Administration I take it he did not ceils a report 
of his outside connections listing all financial relationships. And do 
you consider that failure to do so a second violation of the code of 
ethics of your agency ? 

Mr. Mansvre. Mr. Chairman, I don’t know what you mean by all 
of his outside financial relationships, because we didn’t go over any 
holdings that. Mr. Strobel had; we discussed the engineering part. 

The Cuatrman. Did he furnish a list of all his financial relation- 
ships ¢ 
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Mr. Mansure. No; we did not go into that. 

The Cuarrman. When he assumed his job? 

Mr. Mansure. We did not go into that, just the discussion per- 
taining to his principal source of income. 

The Cuatrman. But he did not submit his financial relationships 
in toto to the department when he assumed his position ¢ 

Mr. Mansure. Well, I don’t know whether the Compliance Divi- 
sion has that or not, I wouldn’t want to say until I asked them; it 
would be submitted to them if we have it. 

The Cuarrman. When a violation of the code of ethics comes to 
your attention, what action do you take? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, if there is a violation, of course we can’t keep 
the person in Government employment. But we have to have grounds 
and justification for the violation. 

The Cuatrman. Did you take any action with reference to your 
knowledge of Mr. Strobel’s possible outside activities ¢ 

Mr. Mansvre. I beg your pardon ? 

The Cuarrman. Did you take any action with reference to Mr. 
Strobel in that regard ? 

Mr. Mansvure. Well, the outside activities, if there are such, have 
just come to our attention. I would like to qualify my previous state- 
ment, that if it is a willful violation—of course, if it is something that 
has happened that is not deliberate, or where the individual did not 
realize the situation, that other statement I made would be a little 
too general, because our code of ethics covers everybody in GSA. 

The CuarrmMan. Well, he might not have been willful, but it might 
have been with knowledge. 

Mr. Mansure. Well, I want to qualify that, because we have some 
people that we permit to drive a taxicab, or something. But I just 
want to qualify that statement, because it covers all of our people now. 

The Cuarrman. Now, turn to the matter of the proposed new $46 
million CIA building. You have had some experience with that, have 
you not ¢ 

Mr. Mansvure. Yes; I have. 

The Cuarrman. And you would say, would you not, that that is a 
very substantial job, and as I think has been indicated by statements 
by you in conversation with Strobel, that that would be deemed an 
architectural plum; is that correct ? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, we feel it would be. That is a very substantial 
construction. 

The Cuarrman. And for one reason, because the architectural fee 
will come to something in the neighborhood of $2 million; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Mansvre. I don’t know what the fee would come to. But it 
would be a substantial fee. 

The Cuarrman. Now, the testimony before our committee indi- 
‘ates that Mr. Strobel, as Commissioner of Public Buildings, par- 
ticipated in preparing a list for the CIA of so-called outstanding 
architects for the CIA job. Are you familiar with that list ? 

Mr. Mansure. No; I am not familiar with the list, but I know of 
the list. But I would like to correct that. I believe that the list was 
prepared by the staff and not by Mr. Strobel personally. 

The CHarrman. Well, he testified this morning that he partici- 
pated in the preparation of it. 
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Mr. Mansvure. Well, he probably did. 

The CHarrman. Now, the testimony also indicates that the list 
which Mr. Strobel participated in preparing comprises some 14 archi- 
tectural firms. Was it ever brought to your attention that these 14 
names 

Mr. Mansure. Not the specific list, but we have discussed that, be- 
cause I have been in on these negotiations ever since the beginning, 
there has been some misunderstanding regarding the construction 
on it. 

The Cuarrman,. Well, did you know that 14 of those firms—I with- 
draw that. 

Do you know—and I think the testimony is clear, and it was re- 
peated this morning—that four of the firms on that list were at the 
very time the list was sent to the CIA active clients of Strobel’s private 
firm ¢ 

Mr. Mansvure. No. 

The CHarrmMan. Was that brought to your attention ? 

Mr. Mansvure. No, I did not know that. But I still feel that even 
if I had known of that they shouldn’t have been kept off the list if 
they were qualified. And what we would have done in a case like that 
is, when it came to my attention, when the time came for active con- 
sideration, the Commissioner would not take any part in the decision 
on the selection of the architect or the engineer. 

The CHarrman. Now, the testimony is also clear that two addi- 
tional firms on the list were old clients of Mr. Strobel’s firm. Were 
you aware of that? 

Mr. Mansure. No; I was not. 

The CHarman. The testimony is also clear to the effect that an ad- 
ditional 2 firms, the ones from whom Mr. Strobel’s firm had tried in 
some manner to get business in the past, thus making 8 firms out of 
14 with which Mr. Strobel had business relationships—was that called 
to your attention ? 

Mr. Mansvure. No; it wasn’t called to my attention. But I believe 
that there is an answer to that. We haven’t come to the point of 
negotiation yet. And I could definitely say that if we came to a point 
of negotiation it would be called to my attention. 

The Cuarrman. By whom? 

Mr. Mansvure. By the Commissioner, or by some member of his 
staff. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Mansure, at that particular time—and that was 
the first part of August 1955—Mr. Strobel had not made available to 
GSA a list of the clients of Strobel & Salzman; isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. Mansvure. That is right. We got that list on 

Mr. Materz. August 30, 1955? 

Mr. Mansvre. August 30; that is correct. 

The CHairman. Now, did Mr. Strobel inform you about these 
private-business relationships with the firms he was recommending 
for Government business; did he inform you ? 

Mr. Mansure. We hadn’t discussed it. But neither did he recom- 
mend any of these firms, they were just on the list for consideration. 
He still hasn’t recommended anyone on the job. 

The Cuarrman. That was a list that was sent to the CIA? 

Mr. Mansure. Yes. 
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The Cuairman. And you were not informed by Mr. Strobel 

Mr. Mansure. No; we did not discuss that. 

The Cuarrman. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. Mansure. We did not discuss that; no. 

The CHarrMan. Now, in view of the testimony I have cited, do you 
regard Mr. Strobel’s official conduct in this respect as proper or Im- 
proper, and is it a violation of the code of ethics? 

Mr. Mansvre. Well, you are speaking about the conduct regarding 
this list of firms? 

The CHairMan. His participation in the preparation of this list, 
and the submission of it to the CLA where these firms had had business 
relationships with him, or intended business relationships, or were 
having relations with him at the very time. 

Mr. Mansure. Well, I would want to defer any decision on my part 
until the conclusion of the hearings of the committee and the judgment 
of the committee members, because in the first place I don’t have any 
background on whether any influence was used or not, it would be a 
question of whether there was influence involved in it. 

Just because the firm 

The Cuamman. I didn’t mean to interrupt you. 

Mr. Mansvre. I say, just because the firm happened to be a client 
either in the past, or was at present on the list, Mr. Strobel would not 
be in a position to make the final on that firm. 

The CuarrmaNn. Aside from the final decision, do you think it was 
proper morally for Mr. Strobel to include those names on the list 
presented to the CIA where he personally participated in some way 
in preparing that list ? 

Mr. Mansvre. I don’t want to avoid the answer to your question, 
but I would hate very much to put these firms of high standing in a 
position 

The CHarrMan. No, not these firms, no, there is nothing against 
these firms. And I don’t want to imply that. Was it proper or im- 
proper for Mr. Strobel in the preparation of this list to put these 
tirms on that list, or even to participate in the processing of putting 
these names on ? 

Mr. Mansvre. Well, with the current—— 

The Cuairman. Without disclosing it to you. 

Mr. Manscre. With the current developments I feel that what 
should have been done was, the matter should have been called to my 
attention, and then let me review the qualifications of the firms and 
put them on the list or not. 

The Cuarrman. But he did not do that ? 

Mr. Mansure. No. And I think the reason for that partly was 
due to the fact that it was still in the negotiation stage, because GSA 
at present is not carrying on the program for CLA, they are han- 
dling that themselves. 

The CuarrMan. Put it in the negative. Was it proper for him 
not to have called these facts to your attention ? 

Mr. Mansvure. Well, I think that probably the reason he didn’t do 
it was because, as I say, it was still in the negotiation stage. I want 
to answer it this way. There is a feeling within GSA that we are 
not going to handle the CIA project. 
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The Cuatrrman. Now, your answer is not quite responsive. I say, 
was it improper for him not to have disclosed the information to you 
in the preparation of that list in which he participated ? 

Mr. Mansvure. Yes, I would like to have had the information dis- 
closed to me. 

The CuatrMan. You would have liked to have had it, but do you 
think it was improper for him not to have disclosed it to you? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, I am trying to answer your question because 
I think that the reason for it not having been done is because we were 
not at the point of decision. I believe it would be disclosed to me 
when we came to the point of selecting architects and engineers. 

The Cuarrman. He should have disclosed it to you? 

Mr. Mansure. When it came to the point of decision, yes. 

The Cuarrman. Should he have disclosed it to you when the list was 
submitted to the CIA? 

Mr. Mansure. What I am trying to say in my answer is that I have 
a sincere feeling that the reason the matter was not discussed with 
me was because we have a pretty heavy workload and were not up to 
the point beyond the conversational stage on any of these firms. 

There were some firms that were considered for it, but they were not 
satisfactory to CIA. 

Mr. Mauerz. Mr. Mansure, was it in compliance with your code of 
ethics for Mr. Strobel to have participated in preparing a list for 
submission to the CIA without notifying you that 8 of the 14 firms 
were ones with which Strobel & Salzman had private business rela- 
tionships ? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, I would have to ask for a legal opinion on that. 

Mr. Elliott, I don’t know from our code of ethics whether it would 
be or not. 

Mr. Exxiorr. Frankly, sir, as I told you somewhat earlier, I would 
prefer to defer any legal opinion to you at this time until I have had a 
chance personally to review the entire record, not only what has been 
put in before this committee, but what may be put in in the future. 
In other words, when the record is closed, and what additional infor- 
mation, if any, may have been developed or our own internal examina- 
tion. Until that is done any opinion that I could give you would be 
probably a little fragile, because it would depend on an incomplete 
statement of facts. 

So I can’t answer your question or the committee’s question at this 
time, for that reason. I would like to have all the facts possible before 
I give you an opinion. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Mansure, this morning there has been testi- 
mony that Mr. Strobel, when Commissioner of Public Buildings per- 
sonally visited and later obtained business from the architectural firm 
Ferrenz & Taylor that is interested in getting business from the 
Public Buildings Service. Would you say that that was proper or 
improper ? ; 

Mr. Mansvure. Well, in the first place it is contrary to stepping out 
of his regular business activity, which we discussed in the beginning. 
And I didn’t even know that there was any solicitation or any confer- 
ences or anything like that going on, other than what would be a cus- 
tomary report on the progress of the firm’s business in their earnings, 
and things of that kind, which I feel it would be perfectly logical for 





CONFLICT OF INTEREST 191 


anyone that has an interest in the company to receive to carry on the 
activities. 

The Cuairman. It went beyond that. He went with Mr. Schwarz 
to the firm of Ferrenz & Taylor, and they handed him a brochure, and 
they had conversations which indicated that they would like to have 
some business from Ferrenz & Taylor. 

That was at the very time that that firm, Ferrenz & Taylor subse- 
quently, rather—were interested in getting business from the Public 
Buildings Service. 

Mr. Frve. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt, please. I think the 
facts are a little different, if I may say so. 

The CuHairman. You question them ? 

Mr. Fine. No, I think that the time Ferrenz sent the brochure to 
the Government was subsequently, more recently. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Mansure, do you think it was proper for Mr. 
Strobel, as Commissioner of Public Buildings to alia Ferrenz & 
Taylor? 

Mr. Mansvre. If there was actual solicitation I don’t think it was 
proper. But I don’t want to pass judgment until I actually get the 
facts as to whether there was solicitation, or whether he was just there 
at a discussion. I don’t want to accuse a person if they haven’t done 
some overt act. The first I have heard of this was this morning when 
I came in here. 

Mr. Materz. I would like to ask you this hypothetical question. 
The testimony, as I recall it, was that Mr. Strobel and Mr. Salzman 
went to see Ferrenz & Ts aylor about the possibility of getting business. 
The testimony is also that subsequently Strobel and Salzman did get 
business, an $18,000 job from Ferrenz & Taylor, and that subsequent 
to that Ferrenz & T: aylor evidenced an interest in getting business from 
the Public Buildings Service. 

Now, assuming for your own purpose that that testimony is correct, 
would you say that Mr. Strobel’s visit with Mr. Schwarz to Mr. 
Ferrenz is proper or improper ? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, under the facts of your hypothetical case there 
would be the actual solicitation of business, and that was not to be done 
by the Commissioner or by anyone in GSA unless there was a definite 
exemption made. 

Now, I would say this, that I don’t know whether this firm—I have 
just heard the name, I don’t know anything about the firm— 
whether they are going to have any business or get any business out 
of the Government. But if they are, then certainly—and this would 
be my frank feeling—that the Commissioner w ould make no decision 
on that at all. To my knowledge they have no business now, so we 
are still talking about a hy pothetical case. 

Mr. Maerz. Yes. I am asking you this, whether that solicitation 
in your judgment is proper or improper. 

Mr. Fixe. May I interrupt, Mr. Chairman? 

The CuatrMan. Let the question be answered. 

Mr. Mansvure. Well, I think that the actual solicitation for business 
while you hold a Government position would be questionable. Now, 
I would want to know just actually what transpired in that solicita- 
tion, if there were actually requests for business, and an inference 
that there might be some business from the Government in return, of 
course there would be no question but what there would be a conflict. 
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The Cuatrman. Mr. Fine? 

Mr. Fine. I think he has answered the question. 

Mr. Mansvre. I just want to be fair on it in answering your ques- 
tion. 

The Cuarrman. That is perfectly proper. I think that you have 
been fair. 

Mr. Mansure. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Are you familiar with the testimony taken before 
this committee concerning the award by the Public Buildings Service 
of a contract in August 1954 to the New York City architectural firm 
of Serge Petroff ? 

Mr. Mansvure. No; except to just hear about it, I am not familiar 
with it other than that. 

The Cuarrman. The testimony indicates that Serge Petroff is an 
active client of Mr. Strobel’s firm, and that this firm since 1953, Mr. 
Petroff’s firm, has’ been retained by them for four different jobs on 
various dates. The testimony indicates that. 

Mr. Mansure. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. Are you aware of that now? 

Mr. Mansvre. I am; yes. 

The Cuartrman. Now, the testimony, Mr. Mansure, also indicated 
that Mr. Strobel personally recommended Petroff to Mr, Lawton, the 
New York deputy regional director of the General Services Adminis- 
tration, for what he termed a rush job in connection with the building 
at 70 Columbus Avenue, New York City. Are you aware of that? 

Mr. Mansure. Iam. I was not, Mr. Chairman, aware of the other 
circumstances, but I was familiar with the situation at the time. The 
problem was to get anybody to do the job. But I knew nothing about 
the previous business connections between that firm and Mr. Strobel’s 
firm. 

A year ago, because time was so important, it was a question of 
whether anybody would take the job in the limited period which they 
had to do it in. So I looked at Lawton’s testimony this morning, and 
I honestly feel that he didn’t intend to convey it the way it reads. I 
don’t think that Lawton felt that there was a specific instruction on 
the part of the Commissioner to give the job to these people, I think 
that he was trying to bring out the fact that they were qualified, and 
if they would do the job, give it to them. 

The Cuatrman. Don’t you think that in the light of the cireum- 
stances—here was a superior of Mr. Lawton who was telling about the 
Petroff firm, it was a rush job, and they could do the rush job—and 
in view of the fact that Mr. Lawton said while it was not an absolute 
instruction, he felt that he shouldn’t deal with any other firm, don’t 
you think that was a firm command, almost, to deal with Petroff ? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, knowing our people I wouldn’t so interpret it, 
because they are pretty independent. The thing was that we didn’t 
have anyone else that showed a definite interest in taking that job, 
that is the problem we were up against at the time. | 

Of course, all of these other things have come in since then that I 
knew nothing about. But at that time, going back without the hind- 
sight, and putting ourselves in the position of the negotiations then, 
which I was not a part of but which I heard about, here was a job 
that had to be done within a certain period of time, and we had to 
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have an architectural-engineering company on the job. Now, at one 
time we had that service within the Government, but due to the short- 
age, or due to the lag in building during the forties, our Engineerin 
and Architectural Department has been greatly reduced, and we don’t 
have that type of experience now for those rush jobs. 

The Cuarrman. If you had known of the relationship of the Petroff 
firm with Strobel & Salzman, you would not have approved that job, 
or giving it to Petroff, would you ? E 

Mr. Mansvre. I would rather put it this way: If I had known it, 
I would have checked into it very carefully, but I still would have 
been confronted by the practical approach of having to give it to this 
firm because we didn’t have an alternative. 

The Cuarrman. But Mr. Strobel didn’t disclose to you his previous 
negotiations ? 

Mr. Mansvure. No; I was not in on those negotiations at the time, 
other than I knew the importance of them. 

The Cuarrman. He didn’t tell you that Petroff was a client? 

Mr. Mansvre. No; that is correct. 

Mr. Fine. Would it have made any difference, in the light of the 
rush job? 

Mr. Mansvre. I am afraid that under the conditions, we didn’t 
have any alternative. In other words, we were over the barrel on the 
job. But I certainly would have questioned, I will have to grant Con- 
gressman Fine I would have questioned any influence being used. 
And I still think there wasn’t any influence used. 

Mr. Fine. You still think there was not ? 

Mr. Mansvure. There was not; yes. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Mansure, do you think that Mr. Strobel 
should have notified you at the time of recommending Petroff, that 
Petroff was a client at that very time, of his concern ? 

Mr. Mansvre. I will answer your question specifically, but I would 
like to preface my answer with this: That if I had been in Mr. 
Strobel’s place I would have done that 

Mr. Maerz. You would have done what, Mr. Mansure? 

Mr. Mansure. I would have notified the Administrator. However, 
his experience and my experience are entirely different. He is a pro- 
fessional man, with great engineering knowledge. I think it was a 
question of just not realizing the situation, which other people with a 
more practical approach would have realized. 

Now, I haven't the ability in the engineering field that he has. 
So, for me to say whether he should have done that at the time, the 
answer would be “Yes.” But I believe that the reason he didn’t do it 
is, it never entered his mind that he should have done it. 

Mr. Maerz. Was it consistent with your code of ethics for him 
not to have made that disclosure? 

Mr. Mansvre. I would say that it was not consistent, but again, I 
would like to qualify the answer. I don’t think it ever entered his 
mind, 

Mr. Materz. In other words, you regard Mr. Strobel’s activities in 
connection with the Petroff case as naive; is that correct? 

Mr. Mansvre. That is correct. I don’t think there is anything 
deliberate about all of it. The job wasn’t even of enough importance 
financially, it was headache job to begin with, whoever took it, of 
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course, they would make something out of it, but most of the firms 
weren’t interested in it on account of the time limitation. 

Mr. Maerz. Let me turn to the Robert & Co. matter, Mr. Mansure, 
and specifieally the selection of Robert & Co. by the Public Buildings 
Service to draw additional plans and specifications for the United 
States Communicable Diseases Center in Atlanta. 

Do you recall the conversation with Mr. Strobel on August 4, 1955, 
concerning this matter. 

Mr. Mansure. Yes. That was the one that was reported in this 
transcript here. Ireadthat. That is substantially correct. 

Mr. Maerz. That transcript of the telephone conversation which 
has been introduced in the record ? 

Mr. Mansure. Yes. I don’t recall it verbatim, but that was the 
gist of it. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you recall telling Mr. Strobel that there was a lot 
of criticism about the possible selection of Robert & Co. because of 
Chip Robert? 

Mr. Mansure. Yes; I will be very frank. The criticism was that 
the Robert firm had received a number of jobs in the past, and many 
people felt it should be spread around a little bit. And then, frankly, 
they thought he was a pretty good fund raiser for the Democratic 
Party. That was what the whole conversation was about. 

Mr. Maerz. Who made that criticism ? 

Mr. Mansure. It came from the local people in Georgia, and some 
criticism here in Washington. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, when you discussed this matter with Mr. Strobel, 
did you know—did Mr. Strobel advise you that his firm, Strobel & 
Salzman, had private business relationships with them ? 

Mr. Mansvure. No; I did not know about that at all. 

The Cuatrman. He didn’t disclose anything of that to you? 

Mr. Mansure. No; he didn’t discuss that phase of it with me. 

The CHarrmMan. He didn’t voluntarily offer that information ? 

Mr. Mansvure. Mr. Chairman, I approved the letting of that con- 
tract, and I took the responsibility upon myself of this criticism. I 
did it on the basis that it was merely an extension of a job that had 
already been completed and paid for. And I was advised that it 
would be really unethical to bring in another architectural firm on 
plans that had been completed and were all ready to be worked on. I 
was critical about it, because, frankly, I will say that I like to see this 
business spread around a little bit. I am not speaking politically, 
but I don’t think that anyone, whether they are a Republican firm or 
a Democratic firm, should have all the Government business. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you know, Mr. Mansure, that in March 1954, 
Robert & Co. had tried to steer some business to Strobel & Salzman? 

Mr. Mansvure. No; I knew nothing about any connections between 
the firm and the partnership at all. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you think it was proper of Mr. Strobel not to have 
disqualified himself in the Robert matter ? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, I made that decision myself, so he really 
didn’t—I didn’t know about the other, but I made the decision because 
of the unique case that it was; it was the completion of a former job, 
there was criticism about giving it to this firm, nothing whatsoever 
about their professional competency at all. So although Mr. Strobel 
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signed the actual agreement, I made the decision, and he signed it 
for me. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you or do you not think that Mr. Strobel should 
have disqualified himself completely in the Robert matter ? 

Mr. Mansure. Under the conditions, yes. But there again, I think 
he just never thought of it. I don’t think he did it deliberately. 

The CHarrman. You say he should have disqualified himself ? 

Mr. Fine. He didn’t. 

Mr. Mansure. Yes; but practically he did, because although he 
signed it, he signed it at my direction. 

The CuHatrman. Well, do you think he should have signed it, which 
Was a recommendatio1 

Mr. Mansure. Yes; he would sign it at the direction of the Admin- 
istrator, because that is the function of the Commissioner of Public 
Buildings. 

The Cuatrman. And don’t you think he should have disqualified 
himself ? 

Mr. Mansvre. I beg your pardon ? 

The CHarrman. Nonetheless, don’t you think he should have dis- 
qualified himself ¢ 

Mr. Mansvre. Mr. Chairman, actually he did disqualify himself as 
far as a decision was concerned. All he did was carry out the me- 
chanics of signing the contract, but he signed it at my direction. I 
assumed the full responsibility of it. 

Mr. Maerz. Didn’t Mr. Strobel send you a memorandum recom- 
mending the selection of Robert & Co. ? 

Mr. Mansvure. No; I don’t recall any memorandum. If he sent it, 
I have forgotten it. What he did was, we discussed the ethics of the 
case, 

The Cuamrman. You discussed the what? 

Mr. Mansvure. The ethics of the case. 

The Cuarrman. The ethics? 

Mr. Mansvure. That is, bringing in another architectural firm on 
plans which had been drawn by—bringing in an architectural firm 
on plans which had been drawn by a firm which had had the contract. 

Mr. Materz. Do you recall that on August 12, 1955, Mr. Strobel 
wrote you a memorandum recommending the selection ‘of an award 
to Robert & Co.? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, he might have; I might have that memoran- 
dum, but it is very clear in my mind that he recommended them, 
because we discussed it on the telephone. 

Mr. Materz. Now, at pagé 86 of the transcript—I don’t believe 
you have the memorandum in your copy of the transcript—Mr. Strobel 
sent to you a memorandum reading: 

During the week of August 15, I propose to call a principal of the firm of 
Robert & Co. Associates to Washington for the purpose of negotiating a supple- 
mental contract for certain revisions in drawings completed by them in July 1954. 
The revisions are within the category of additions which have been requested 
by the Public Health Service subsequent to the completion of the drawings. 

It would be impracticable to utilize the services of any other firm for this 
additional work for the following reasons: 

1. No reputable architect would take the drawings of another architect at this 
stage and make the changes required by the Public Health Service. 


2. If you could find a firm willing to undertake this work, the fee paid them 
would, of necessity, be much larger than a fee which we would pay to Robert 
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& Co. for the identical work. Robert & Co. has all the basic figures upon which 
they prepared their structural and mechanical designs. Any other firm taking 
on the project cold would be required to establish the basic figures prior to 
extending mechanical and structural systems already designed by Robert & Co. 

The estimated cost of the additional work which includes air conditioning, 
animal runs, additional elevator, emergency generator, and an extension to one 
of the bays is estimated to cost approximately $488,000. This figure was included 
in the prospectus approved by the Bureau of the Budget and the congressional 
committees. Our fee curve indicates that Robert & Co. should receive a fee of 
between $23,000 and $25,000 for this work. 

Mr. Mansure. Yes; I recall the memorandum. 

Mr. Maerz. Would this indicate to you that Mr. Strobel had dis- 
qualified himself? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, I interpret that as purely information for me, 
because, as I say, in view of the circumstances, I really made the 
decision on that case. 

The Cuatrman. But that is not a disqualification that you just 
heard; that doesn’t say that “I disqualify myself for certain reasons,” 
and then have the reasons disclosed. 

Mr. Mansure. No; it is not a disqualification. But, after all, he 
didn’t carry through the act; that is the thing. 

Mr. Materz. Well, you carried through the act, predicated upon his 
recommendations; is that right ? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, I wouldn’t say recommendations, I would say I 
interpret those as facts of the case. I mean, I don’t interpret that as 
much of a recommendation as the reasons for coming to the conclusion. 
I am not trying to evade the question, but I mean I try to take the 
facts on both sides and then come to a conclusion myself. I make my 
own decision on things of that type. 

Mr. Materz. Didn’t this memorandum of August 12, 1955, set forth 
reasons why in Mr. Strobel’s judgment this contract should be given 
to Robert & Co. ? 

Mr. Mansvure. That is correct; yes. 

Mr. Materz. Under those circumstances wasn’t this memorandum 
in effect a recommendation to you? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, as I say again, I interpret it as a statement of 
facts and condition. And then I drew my conclusions from that. I 
didn’t—to be honest with you, I did not take that as a recommendation 
from him, as a statement of a condition of more or less expert opinion 
or necessity to make the decision. 

Mr. Maerz. You are saying that this recommendation did not 
govern your final action ? 

Mr. Mansvre. That is correct. . 

I was very much concerned with outside objections—that is what I 
was concerned about—and I made the ruling on that basis. I felt it 
was fair and just for them to have the contract. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, you are familiar, Mr. Mansure, with the fact 
that Government officials should not prosecute claims on behalf of 
their private firm before Government agencies; is that correct? 

Mr. Fine. Mr. Chairman, I just want to make sure I understand 
this. The question seems to eats that nobody could prosecute a claim 
for any purpose, and I don’t think that is so. I think the question 
should be put more accurately ; that is, put the fact. 

Mr. Materz. All right. 

The testimony here, Mr. Mansure, has indicated that Mr. Strobel, 
acting on behalf of the partnership of Strobel & Salzman, prosecuted 
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a claim before the Corps of Engineers, and specifically sought to 
obtain a claim for extras in the amount of $7,500. The testimony also 
indicates that Mr. Strobel visited a Mr. Hench, of the Corps of Engi- 
neers, several times in May of 1955 for the purpose of prosecuting that 
claim. And the testimony also indicates that that claim was paid, 
that claim was settled with Strobel & Salzman about a month later for 
approximately $3,000. 
Mr. Fine. And that the job was completed before he became a Gov- 

ernment employee. 

Mr. Maerz. The testimony also indicates that that particular job 
had been completed prior to Mr. Strobel assuming a Government 
position. 

Now, do you think that Mr. Strobel’s activities in that connection 
were proper or improper ? 

Mr. Mansvure. Well, I have got to admit that you are a way over 
my head now, because, first of all, this was something that happened 
tefore he came into Government: that would influence my thinking 
a great deal. It immediately comes to mind, What is a person going 
to do if they are in Government ? 

Suppose I myself feel that I have an income-tax refund coming. 
Would that bar me from going to the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
and trying to get that money ? 

Mr. Maerz. Let me say this, Mr. Mansure: That the testimony 
has indicated a distinction between a solely owned firm and a partner- 
ship. I don’t think that it is contrary to public policy for a Gov- 
ernment employee to prosecute a claim before the Government on his 
own behalf. I think there is no statute which would be contrary. 

On the other hand, the statute does prohibit a Government em- 
ployee from acting as agent for any firm in prosecuting any claim 
before any Government : agency. 

The Cuamman. Where the individual is not the sole owner. 

Mr. Maerz. That is right. 

Mr. Mansure. Well, of course, now you get into the legal phase. 
And, of course, a partnership is the same as an individual, I under- 
stand. I don’t know. That is a legal question I couldn’t answer. 
I think, from a practical standpoint, I would be very much influ- 
enced by the fact this happened before—this was a negotiation 
that happened before he came into Government. 

Now, I don’t see how his position in Government would influence 
the collection of that claim. Now, I am just speaking from a lay- 
man’s standpoint. I would have to have more facts on the case as to 
whether he used his office to get the money from the Corps of Engi- 
neers. I don’t know that. 

Now, if this were a business that happened after he came into office, 
then my feeling would be different. 

Mr. Maerz. “ Now, Mr. Mansure, as I understand, you have referred 
this entire matter on October 4, 1955, to the FBI? 

Mr. Mansvre. No; to the Department of Justice, because we didn’t 
feel qualified to rule on that. 

Mr. Materz. The Department of Justice has referred the entire 
matter to the FBI? 

Mr. Mansvre. Yes. 

Mr. Matetz. What was the basis of your sending this entire mat- 
ter to the Department ? 
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Mr. Mansvre. It is our regular procedure, where we feel that it 
comes into a—where we have a case which we feel we are not in a posi- 
tion to pass judgment on, we do it also to protect the Government and 
the agency’s position, too. ’ 

The Cuatrman. Why did you see the need to protect the Govern- 
ment in this regard? What actuated it? 

Mr. Mansvre. Because of all of this discussion regarding conflict 
which we wanted to clear up. 

The Cuatrman. Discussion by whom and with whom? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, the discussion commencing in the press, when 
I first heard about this, the discussion within our own Department, 
the conflicting opinions among our people as to what was right and 
what wasn’t right. And therefore we referred it to the legal branch 
of the Government. 

The Cnarrman. You felt that there was some doubt as to whether 
it was right or wrong? 

Mr. Mansvre. That is correct. We wanted to be sure one way or 
the other, that is the way which we try to operate, with everything 
on top of the table. 

The Cuarrman. Couldn’t it have been resolved by your counsel? 

Mr. Mansvure. Well, that is an easy and a hard question. You see, 
this is a matter of our Division of Compliance. We have very definite 
division responsibilities. And the Compliance Division feels that 
there is a certain procedure that they must follow, and in this case I 
felt that I yielded to the feeling of Compliance rather than to Legal. 

And I believe that Legal probably could have decided on it, but it 
wasn’t put up to Legal. 

The Cuarrman. And did Legal advise you that it should be referred 
to the Department of Justice? 

Mr. Mansvre. I don’t know. 

Did Compliance check with counsel ? 

Mr. Exxiorr. No; they did not check with me. But, on the other 
hand, they do not customarily check with me on cases of this type. 

The CHarrman, Isn’t it rather unusual to refer a case of this char- 
acter to the Department of Justice? Didn’t you feel that there was 
something unusual about it? 

Mr. Mansure. No. We refer cases wherever there is a question of 
doubt as to ruling. Sometimes it can be made very quickly, because 
we feel that that is part of the functions of the Department of Justice. 

The CHarrman. When you say “doubt,” what do you mean by 
“doubt”? Doubt as to what? 

Mr. Mansvure. Where there is a question in our mind as to whether 
we—well, we have had several cases that we have referred lately, we 
have referred this little jurisdictional dispute on building construc- 
tion, because we feel that we are prejudiced. We have our feeling 
on it, and we want to have the third party, the appeal, considered. 

The Cuarrman. The question of jurisdiction between the depart- 
ments is quite different from something that the Department of Jus- 
tice feels should be referred to the FBI. 

Mr. Mansvure. Let me say this, Mr. Chairman: that Mr. Strobel 
is completely convinced, I believe, in his own mind that there is no 
conflict of interest. 

The CHamman. I believe that, too. 
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Mr. Mansvure. And I feel that his personal integrity and conscien- 
tiousness—I feel that he is completely convinced himself of that. 
What we don’t want to do, we don’t want to put ourselves in the posi- 
tion of questioning an individual’s integrity ; it is a question of judg- 
ment. That is one thing, but integrity is another. And for that 
reason Compliance felt that we should check to see whether there was 
a legal violation. There may be an ethical violation or an operational 
violation, but there is quite a difference, in my mind, between the 
three. One is a question of judgment, and another is a question of 
intent. 

The Cuarrman. Well, if you felt that there was an ethical viola- 
tion, what would you do with reference to Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Mansvre. Well, there would be one thing there. You can’t 
hold a position with the responsibility that a Commissioner entails 
in Government and serve two masters; you can only serve one. You 
have got to make up your mind who you are going to work for. I had 
to do that. It was hard for me to make the decision, and I made the 
decision, and I work for one master, the Government, now. 

Mr. Roprno. Mr. Mansure, did not this question arise in your mind 
at the time that you knew of the reservation that had been entered 
by Mr. Strobel on the code of ethics form ? 

Mr. Mansvure. No; the reservation was his interest in his partner- 
ship. You see, I did not know that there was any actual operations 
within the company. From the very beginning, the only question in 
our discussions was whether he was going to retain his financial inter- 
est in the partnership—I don’t know whether it was a partnership or 
corporation—partnership, I guess it is. 

I feel very strongly on that, that you just can’t have people just give 
up all income they may have in order to serve the Government, pro- 
viding they are qualified todo it. And I feel Mr. Strobel is eminently 
qualified for this position, that is, from a professional standpoint. 

Now, when you carry on your business activities, that is an entirely 
different thing, and that was not the reservation in the conflict of 
interest. 

Mr. Roprno. In other words, you saw in that reservation no actual 
conflict of interest between Mr. Strobel’s maintaining his position with 
the partnership—— 

Mr. Mansvure. No. His financial interest in the company, but not 
activity within the company; there is quite a difference between those 
two. 

Mr. Roprxo. You did not, after you saw those reservations, though, 
on that code of ethics, discuss it further or enlarge upon it with Mr. 
Strobel ? 

Mr. Mansvre. No. And the reason we asked for the list of firms 
was to be helpful to him, so there would be no conflict. That was the 
only reason we wanted that list of firms; we didn’t think there was a 
conflict when we asked for it, but we felt that something might hap- 

en outside of Washington, in some region, some firm might have done 
faites with him, unknown. And so we weren’t critical at the time, 
but wanted to be helpful. 

Mr. Frye. Isn’t it a fact that the reason you sent it to the Depart- 
ment of Justice in the final analysis, was to obtain an objective 
opinion ? 
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Mr. Manscre. That is correct, to see whether there was any criminal 
violation. 

Mr. Fine. So you wouldn't be personally involved, or your office, 
because of the close relationship with Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Mansvure. That is right. 

And I, furthermore, didn’t think I was qualified to pass judgment 
on it; I wanted to get more expert opinion. 

Mr. Roprno. In other words, at that time you had formed no opin- 
ion or conclusion ¢ 

The CHarrMan. I am afraid the committee will have to take an 
adjournment until 2: 30. 

We will resume at 2: 30. 

(Whereupon, at 1:35 p. m., a recess was taken, to reconvene at 2 
p. m. of the same day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


The CuratrMan. The committee will come to order. 


TESTIMONY OF EDMUND F. MANSURE, ACCOMPANIED BY MAXWELL 
H. ELLIOTT—Resumed 


Mr. Maerz. Mr. Mansure, did there come a time when you asked 
Mr. Moody, counsel for the Public Buildings Service, to review all 
agency files in GSA concerning a possible conflict of interest on the 
part of Mr. Strobel? 

Mr. Mansure. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you recall getting a memorandum from Mr. 
Moody dated September 1, 1955? 

Mr. Mansure. I remember the memorandum. I am not sure of the 
date. But I recall it. 

Mr. Maerz. I show you a 3-page document and ask you whether 
this is a true and accurate copy of a memorandum that you received 
from Mr. Moody ¢ 

Mr. Mansure. This is not the one I had, but I believe it is the sup- 
plement to it; yes. 

Mr. Maerz. That is a copy of the memorandum which you received 
from Mr. Moody ? 

Mr. Mansure. Yes, that is correct. But you see, there was a prior 
memorandum on the 29th. This one is supplementing a memorandum 
of August 29. The August 29 memorandum is the one that I had in 
mind. 

Mr. Materz. Well, let me direct your attention to this memoran- 
dum, and we can discuss the supplemental memorandum. 

Mr. Exsiorr. Excuse me, Mr. Maletz. This is the supplemental 
memorandum. 

Mr. Mansvre. Yes. 

Mr. Marerz. Mr. Mansure now has the supplemental memorandum ? 

Mr. Extiorr. That is correct. 

Mr. Mansure. That is correct, yes. I received the original one on 
the 29th. That is the one I had reference to. 

Mr. Maerz. May I have that back ? 

Mr. Mansure. Yes. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you happen to have the memorandum, the original, 
with you, Mr. Mansure ? 
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Mr. Mansvre. No, I do not. I did not know that was going to 
come up. We could get it, but 

Mr. Materz. Now, this is a memorandum for the Administrator 
re conflict of interest—P. A. Strobel, dated September 1, 1955: 

Supplementing memo of August 29, have reviewed Compliance file on Mr. 
Strobel and his personnel file in Office of Management as instructed. 

Compliance file discloses : 

(1) Memorandum of June 24, 1954, from Compliance to Personnel advising 
that in accordance with section 3 (b) of E. O. 10450 a full field investigation 
has been completed and security clearance was given for Strobel to occupy sensi- 
tive position of Commissioner, Public Buildings Service. 

Mr. Keratine. May I interrupt, please? Is this a memorandum 
delivered by one of the counsel for General Services Administration 
to the Administrator of General Services ‘Administration, in which 
the relationship of attorney and client existed, and does counsel pro- 
pose to read this memorandum into the record? I am not disposed to 
object, but I certainly would consider it a highly irregular proceed- 
ing, if that is the fact. 

The CuarrmMan. We received this from Mr. Mansure’s office, did we 
not? Is that not right, Mr. Counsel? 

Mr. Exxiorr. Yes, sir, that is correct. You got it from our Com- 
pliance Division. 

Mr. Maerz. Was that not done on Mr. Mansure’s instructions 4 

Mr. Exxiorr. I could not answer that, Mr. Maletz. 

Mr. Matetz. And did not Mr. Mansure tell you to make the files of 
GSA available to this committee ? 

Mr. Exxiorr. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Mansvre. Yes. 

Mr. Keating. Did you construe that as meaning that you should 
make available confidential memoranda fr om an attorney to his client 4 

Mr. Ex.iorr. The client in this case, sir, is the Administrator of 
General Services. 

Mr. Keatine. That is Mr. Mansure? 

Mr. Euniorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Keatine. And did you understand that instructions included 
the delivery of a document prepared by an attorney, a confidential 
memorandum for his client ? 

Mr. Mansvure. No, I did not understand that. But I would like to 
ask Mr. Moody if there is anything of conflict in that that was re- 
stricted to counsel, because I am not familiar with the entire document, 
offhand. 

No, Congressman. It was just a review of the files. It is all right. 
It was a review of the files just as it was, and the files were made 
available. So it was merely a recap of the whole procedure. 

Mr. Keatine. All right. I do not know what is in it, and I have no 
disposition to object. 

Mr. Mansur, I want to check to make sure. I appreciate it very 
much. 

Mr. Keatine. And if the Administrator, who is the client in this 
case— 

The CHarrMan. Well, the Government is the client. 

Mr. Keatinc. The Administrator is acting for the Government, and 
the Government is not a person. 
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The Cuatrman. In any event, I do not want to raise a technicality. 
The privilege is waived, because we were permitted to see the contents 
of it. We have it. 

Mr. Keatine. I am not objecting to any of it. What I am particu- 
larly calling attention to, in light of the statement of the Adminis- 
trator, is that he sees no objection to it because he is the one that 
normally would raise the question if anyone did. 

Mr. Mansovre. That is right. 

Mr. Keating. I am just calling attention to the fact that it is un- 
usual, in my experience, to hear read an opinion delivered by a counsel 
to his client. Now, ordinarily, that is a matter of privilege. 

Mr. Extiorr. Congressman Keating, this is not an opinion, sir. It 
was prepared by Mr. Moody of my staff and it is a recital of the facts 
to the Administrator. It isa recounting of the facts as he found them 
in the files. It is a brief summary or recap, and not an opinion. 

Mr. Keatina. I see. 

Mr. Mansvre. It is not an opinion. 

Mr. Materz. Continuing the reading of the memorandum: 

Extensive investigation preceded issuance of this memo but was directed 
toward security aspects rather than conflict of interests. 

(2) Strobel first declined to sign standards of conduct statement. 

(3) Strobel did sign standards of conduct statement on December 27, 1954; at 
bottom of which is notation : ‘see my memo re paragraphs No. 4 and No. 6; PAS”. 
Paragraphs 4 and 6 referred to cover outside employment and outside connections. 
[Excerpt attached.] Memo referred to in notation appears to be memo of Janu- 
ary, 29, 1954 (copy attached), addressed to the Director of Personnel by Strobel 
declaring his outside interest in firm of Strobel & Salzman; stating that the firm 
will not directly or indirectly do any work connected with GSA; and stating that 
he had relinquished active management of the firm. 

(4) memorandum to file dated August 26 signed by Shacklette states that 
Strobel was urged on December 27, 1954, and again on August 9, 1955, to permit 
special agent to obtain list of Strobel & Salzman clients by examination of com- 
pany records or at least that Strobel submit such a list. This memo does not 
expressly state that Strobel refused either request but clearly so implies and as 
far as I can learn list has not been made available. 

The personnel file contains nothing of significance regarding the conflict of 
interest question in addition to that mentioned above. 

Mr. Keatine. What is that man’s name? Shacklette? 

Mr. Mansure. That is correct, yes. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, did you instruct Mr. Moody to review these 
agency files? 

Mr. Mansure. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Materz. What was the occasion for your issuing that in- 
struction to Mr. Moody ? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, I wanted to be brought up to date on the whole 
situation, and, of course, at that time we were always desirous of 
getting this list of firms in order that we might be helpful to Mr. 
Strobel on it. That was about the gist of the whole thing. 

The Carman. Helpful to Mr. Strobel? 

Mr. Mansure. Yes, 1n case there would be any conflict. I talked 
about that this morning. You remember, the desire that we did not 
question the clients, but we wanted to know the list of the clients so 
that we could prevent any conflict if there were, of people bidding 
on business. , 

Mr. Mauerz. Why would this be treated as a conflict of interest? 
The memorandum is captioned “Conflict of Interest.” 
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Mr. Mansvure. Well, that is very easily explained. This occurred 
after some of the press had talked to me about the situation. So we 
just referred to it as a conflict of interest. That was just the name 
that was given to it. 

The CHarrman. Were you concerned about the possible conflict of 
interest when you read something about it ? 

Mr. Mansure. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. That is why we were going 
into it. 

Mr. Knatine. “Some of the press”? You mean Mr. Drew Pearson ? 

Mr. Mansure. No. He was out of the country, I believe, at the 
time. He did not talk to me about it. 

Mr. Keating. His representative ¢ 

Mr. Mansvure. Well, there were a couple in the press that talked 
about it, yes. 

Mr. Materz. I take it that what happened is that you then in- 
structed Mr. Moody to assemble for your information all material in 

the agency concerning Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Mansure. Yes. He was to coordinate it from Legal and from 
Compliance, and so forth, so that I could review the whole matter; 
that is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, do you recall Mr. Moody’s original memo- 
randum ¢ 

Mr. Mansure. Yes. That is the one I thought you had reference 
toin the beginning. That is why I was confused. 

Mr. Maerz. I show you a document dated August 29, 1955, pur- 
porting to be a memorandum of the Administrator, subject: Conflict 
of Interest—P. A. Strobel, and ask you whether this a true and ac- 
curate copy of the memorandum you received from Mr. Moody. 

Mr. Chairman, I offer in evidence Mr. Moody’s memorandum to the 
Administrator dated September 1, 1955, with two attachments. 

Mr. Mansvre. I would just like, if I may, Mr. Chairman, to ask 
Mr. Strobel if he has any objection to this, because this was more or 
less from the standpoint of counsel. 

Mr. Ross. May I speak for Mr. Strobel on that, sir? 

The Cuarman. I do not quite get what the answer was. What 
is it, Mr. Mansure? 

Mr. Mansure. I was wondering, Mr. Chairman, if I could ask 
Mr. Strobel, because this was more or less on the basis of counsel 
to me on the matter for my information. I was just wondering. It 
has been reviewed. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Mansure, we already have that document. It 
is available to us. If there is any privilege, or if there had been any 
privilege, that privilege has been waived. This is not a case of divulg- 
ing confidential infor mation as between Mr. Strobel and his lawyer 
or between you and your lawyer. ‘The attorney, if there is an attorney 
involved, is for the Government, and neither Mr. Mansure nor : anybody 
else 

Mr. Mansvre. This is correct, then. 

Mr. Keatinc. You mean the relationship of attorney and client 
does not exist between the head of a Government agency and counsel 
for that agency ? 

The Cuarrman. It all depends upon the circumstances. But I do 
not think it is a case of an attorney relationship here. But in any 
event, the privilege has been waived. . 








204 CONFLICT OF INTEREST 





Mr. Keattne. I agree it has been waived. Now, I would like to 
know who delivered this document to this committee. 

Mr. Mansvure. Congressman, we have a policy in GSA which we 
have practiced, at least for the past 214 years, of making available 
all of our files to any of the congressional commitees except restricted 
data for the stockpiling program or some of that, which Congress has 
specifically restricted, themselves, to the executive branch. 

Mr. Keating. For that I highly commend you. 

Mr. Mansvre. It is'just a general policy that we do that. 

Mr. Keartine. It is a very excellent policy, and I have been, as 
chairman of a committee, the victim of the exactly opposite policy. 

Now, I commend you highly for that. And your Soutien were 
to turn over any documents, and you transmitted those documents, 
as I understand it, to counsel for the agency ? 

Mr. Mansvure. That is correct, yes. 

Mr. Keattnc. Now, did counsel construe that as meaning that he 
was to deliver to this committee confidential opinions given by him 
to the Administrator ¢ 

Mr. Exuiorr. For the record, I would have so construed it but in 
this case counsel did not deliver this document to the committee. 

Mr. Keattne. Well, how did we get it then? How did counsel for 
the committee get it? 

Mr. Materz. I can give you the chronology. 

About September 11 or 12—and I can give you the exact date—I 
spoke to Mr. Elliott about two matters. One of the matters involved 
Mr. Strobel. I then asked Mr. Elliott whether the committee could 
get access to the files of GSA concerning Mr. Strobel. Mr. Elliott 
said that he thought the committee could, but he would like to check 
with Mr. Mansure. 

I then indicated to Mr. Elliott that I would return to the office 
and consult with my superiors on the committee and get in touch 
with him later that day. I did communicate with superiors on the 
committee and got in touch with Mr. Elliott 

Mr. Keatrne. By superiors, you mean the chairman ? 

The Cuatrman. Yes, the chairman. 

Mr. Keatine. Just make it singular: One superior. 

Mr. Materz. I then called Mr. Elliott back and said that the com- 
mittee would appreciate access to GSA files. 

Mr. Elliott, as 1 remember, said that he would check with Mr. 
Mansure and call me back within a half hour. Mr. Elliott then called 
me back and said that he had spoken to Mr. Mansure and that the files 
would be available. 

On the next day, I spoke to Mr. Moody, counsel for the Public 
Buildings Service, and I believe Mr. Elliott was there for part of 
the discussion. As I recall, that discussion was on Sista 13. 
Mr. Moody then arranged an appointment for me to see Mr. Strobel, 
which I did at about 11 o’clock on September 13. That interview 
lasted, I should say, until about 2 or 2: 30. 

At the end of my interview, I asked Mr. Strobel whether he would 
make available to the committee his files concerning this matter. He 
said that he would. And I believe I saw the files that afternon or the 
next morning. 
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In addition, as I recall now, I spent the next 2 days examining 
certain files in an anteroom or in an office adjoining Mr. Strobel’s 
office. They were files in the Commissioner’s office. 

Several days later I went to the Corps of Engineers and had an 
interview with Mr. Berry, the Deputy General Counsel of the De- 
partment of the Army, and several people in the Corps of Engineers. 
Mr. Moody, counsel of PBS, accompanied me to that meeting. 

Then I asked Mr. Moody for all contracts entered into between 
GSA and clients of Strobel & Salzman. Mr. Moody said that he would 
undertake to have such a list prepared. 

About 3 or 4 days later I think I had further discussion with Mr. 
Moody, and Mr. Moody informed me that the Office of Compliance 
of GSA would act as liaison with the committee on the Strobel matter, 
and from time to time I have requested in behalf of the committee 
various documents concerning the relationship between clients of 
Strobel & Salzman and Public Buildings Service. 

In addition, I went to New York, and Mr. Schwarz was good 
enough, at Mr. Strobel’s instruction, to make available all files in 
that firm concerning Mr. Strobel’s activities. 

I believe, Mr. Congressman, that that summarizes the events as I 
recall them as of this moment. 

Mr. Keating. All except the question that I asked: Who delivered 
the document in question to the committee ¢ 

Mr. Materz. I beg your pardon. I can explain that. I think, if 
my memory serves me correctly, that on the morning of September 13, 
Mr. Moody showed me all the files in the agency that he then had in 
his office concerning Mr. Strobel. I think it was Mr. Moody, if my 
recollection serves me correctly. 

Mr. Keatine. It was Mr. Moody who delivered this document in 
question ¢ 

Mr. Materz. Yes. 

Mr. Mansvre. That is correct, as I recall. The only reason I ques- 
tioned this at all was that this was not really, or this was in no way 
supposed to be a legal opinion. It was just a review of the findings 
at that time, without any substantiation as to their correctness. 

I did not know whether there was anything in here on this pre- 
liminary review that the facts might have changed in the case. That 
is the only reason I hesitated on introducing it. I do not know 
whether we have checked this for being factually correct. That was 
my question. 

The Cuarman. If there is any explanation you want to make subse- 
quent to the reading, I will have Mr. Maletz read the document now. 

Mr. Mansvre. No. I just meant that Mr. Moody prepared this 
for me really on the basis of a very quick perusal of it, and so if 
he has expressed any opinions in here, they are not a legal opinion. 
They are more or less, as you say, a curbstone opinion on the lowe, 

The Cuamrman. We will have to get at that when we hear it com- 
pleted. 

Let us have it back, Mr. Mansure. 

Mr. Mansvre. Pardon me. 

Mr. Maerz. This is a true and accurate copy, is it, Mr. Mansure ¢ 

Mr. Mansvre. That is correct, yes. 


69220—55——14 
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Mr. Maerz. Mr. Chairman, I offer the document from Mr. Moody 
to Mr. Mansure dated August 29, 1955, in evidence at this point. 

The Cuarrman. Accepted. 

(The memorandum of August 29, 1955, and the supplemental memo- 


randum of September 1, 1955, referred to, are as follows:) 


Avaust 29, 1955. 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE ADMINISTRATOR 


CONFLICT OF INTEREST—P. A. STROBEL 


Although my recollection of the matter is not exact and I have no notes from 
which my memory can be refreshed, according to my best recollection the 
occurrence of events and my knowledge in this matter is substantially as 
follows: 

Sometime in the latter part of 1955 Mr. Strobel discussed with Mr. Elliott and 
myself attached letter, dated August 4, 1954, which the firm of Strobel & Salzman 
had received from the Corps of Engineers (exhibit 1). 

During this discussion Mr. Strobel gave us his version of his conection with 
the firm of Strobel & Salzman. 

As I recall it, Mr. Strobel’s situation as outlined by him, was substantially as 
follows: 

1. He was the full and complete owner of the company to whom all company 
net earnings from all sources accrued. 

2. Mr. Salzman was a partner in name only and, in fact, was a salaried em- 
ployee under contract. 

3. Mr. Strobel had disassociated himself from active participation in the 
conduct of the affairs of the company but consulted with Mr. Salzman outside 
of official Government hours of duties and intended to continue to do so during 
his tenure as Commissioner of PBS. 

4. The company held contract DA—49-129-Eng-305 with the Corps of Engineers 
which was entered into prior to the date he assumed duties as Commissioner of 
PBS and his company held other contracts with the Corps of Engineers and was 
subcontractor for or otherwise associated with other firms who had contracts 
with the Corps of Engineers. 

5. His company intended to continue to compete for other prime and sub- 
contracts with the Corps of Engineers and other Government agencies except 
GSA during the period of his tenure as Commissioner of PBS, but that he 
personally did not intend to act in such matters in behalf of his company. 

6. His company has no contracts of any nature with GSA and would not com- 
pete for nor accept any such contracts during his tenure as Commissioner of PBS. 

Mr. Elliott and I advised Mr. Strobel tentatively, and based upon his recita- 
tion of the facts, that we doubted whether he was in violation of the so-called 
conflict-of-interest statutes. His particular concern at that point was whether 
he was a resident commissioner within the meaning of the so-called officials-not- 
to-benefit clause (18 U. 8. C. A. 281) included in his contract with the Corps of 
Engineers. In our judgment he was not and we so advised him. 

We tentatively advised him further, however, that there did appear to be a 
question of ethics and public policy involved and that his situation possibly 
was in conflict with the attitude of Congress as reflected by their action in regard 
to certain officials of private corporations then recently appointed to public 
office. The Corps of Engineers’ letter also raised a question as to whether there 
were Department of Defense regulations on the subject. 

We emphasized that our advice was tentative and informal pending receipt 
of his written statement fully disclosing all pertinent facts and we suggested 
to Mr. Strobel that he prepare a complete statement of his company relation- 
ships and his dealings with the Government and submit same to the Corps of 
Engineers in response to their letter. 

We further agreed to discuss the matter informally with Mr. John Adams, then 
General Counsel of the Army, and with Assistant Attorney General Lee Rankin, 
Department of Justice. 

We advised Mr. Strobel that, of course, he should not personally participate in 
any negotiations with the Corps of Engineers or other Government agency to 
secure contract work or otherwise in behalf of the firm of Strobel & Salzman and 
we stressed the importance of this. 

Mr. Elliott subsequently discussed the matter informally with Mr. John 
Adams. According to Mr. Elliott’s recollection, Mr. Adams felt that it would 
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be helpful to a decision as to the action to be pursued if Mr. Strobel would 
prepare a complete written statement of his relationship with the company of 
Strobel & Salzman. We so informed Mr. Strobel. At Mr. Strobel’s request, I 
prepared a rough outline draft of such a statement setting forth the facts as 
he had related them to me as best I understood them, which I gave to him for his 
use in preparing the requested statement in final form. Attached as exhibit 2 
is a copy of that draft. 

During the course of our discussions with Mr. Strobel, he told Mr. Elliott and 
myself that he had made a complete disclosure of his situation to administration 
officials prior to his appointment and was advised that his situation was per- 
fectly proper and that no change therein was necessary incident to his appoint- 
ment. 

At about the same time Mr. Strobel was requested to sign the so-called conflict 
of interest statement, and this was discussed by him with Mr. Elliott and myself. 
He was advised that a statement fully disclosing his private situation and his 
dealings with the Government (we had in mind a copy of the statement he was 
supposed to prepare and submit to the Corps of Engineers) should be attached 
to the conflict of interest which he should sign subject to such disclosure. It was 
our thought that this statement, verified to the extent considered necessary, 
would form a basis for an official opinion in the matter. 

The statement was never submitted to Mr. Elliott or me. 

After some time passed, without further developments to my knowledge, I 
inquired of Mr. Strobel as to what, if anything, he had done about the problem. 
Mr. Strobel informed me that he had conferred with his advisers and had decided 
upon a course of action somewhat different than had been discussed with Mr. 
Elliott and me. He did not disclose what that course of action was. Since that 
time neither Mr. Elliott nor I have been consulted by Mr. Strobel or by anyone 
else in this regard. 

Neither the question of whether his personal situation was in conflict with his 
official interests nor the full facts upon the basis of which a legal opinion could 
be formulated has been presented for our official consideration until Friday, 
August 26, 1955, at which time Administrator Mansure requested us to ascertain 
the full facts and advise him, which we will proceed to do upon Mr. Strobel’s 
return to the office. 

I have reviewed the substance of the foregoing with Mr. Elliott, who tells me 
that his recollection coincides, generally, with mine. 

J. EB. Moopy. 





EXHIBIT 1 
Avueust 4, 1954. 
STROBEL & SALZMAN, 
New York 18, N. Y. 

GENTLEMEN: Reference is made to the recent appointment of Mr. Strobel as 
Public Buildings Commissioner and to the announcement by your firm that dur- 
ing his tenure of office your organization would be under the direction of Mr. 
Salzman. 

The architect-engineer information form submitted in connection with recent 
modification to contract No. DA 49-129—-Eng-350 indicates Mr. Strobel as a part- 
ner. Inasmuch as Mr. Strobel is now in Government service, it is necessary to 
ascertain whether during his leave of absence from your company he has dis- 
associated himself from all future partnership profits resulting from Government 
contracts, including the Army hangars contract. 

Your early reply will be appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. B. Zackrison, 
Chief, Engineering Division, Military Construction. 


EXHIBIT 2 

STATEMENT 
The firm of Strobel & Salzman, architect-engineers, 70 West 40th Street, New 
York, N. Y., is wholly owned by the undersigned. Mr. Salzman is a contract 


employee whose duties and responsibilities are fixed by the contract and with 
whom, pursuant to the employment contract, a financial settlement is made once 
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each year upon the basis of company net earnings. All other company net earn- 
ings from all sources accrue wholly to me. 

The company holds contract No. DA-49—-129-Eng—305 with the Corps of Engi- 
neers, Department of the Army. The contract was entered into prior to July 
1, 1954, the date I assumed duties as Commissioner, Public Buildings Service, 
General Services Administration. My company also holds other prime contracts 
with the Corps of Engineers and is subcontractor to other contractors with the 
Corps of Engineers and its intention is to compete for other prime and subcon- 
tracts with the Corps of Engineers and other Government agencies other than 
GSA. 

While Mr. Salzman is responsible to me for the active day-to-day administra- 
tion and conduct of the company business including the performance of the 
Government prime and subcontracts, the primary company responsibility is mine 
and I confer and consult with Mr. Salzman (outside of my official Government 
hours of duty) as may be necessary to assure the proper performance of company 
business and I intend to continue to do so during my tenure as Commissioner, 
PBS. 

My company has no contracts of any nature with the General Services Admin- 
istration and will not compete for nor accept any such contracts during my 
tenure as Commissioner, PBS. 

As Commissioner, PBS, I have no responsibility, direct or indirect, for the 
eonduct of any of the affairs of Government agencies with which my company 
holds contracts and, of course, I would not conduct company business during 
official working hours nor use or seek to use any knowledge, information, 
acquaintances, ete., acquired by me in the performance of my official duties 
to the advantage or for the benefit of my company in its dealings with the 
Government. 

PETER A. STROBEL. 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE ADMINISTRATOR RE CONFLICT OF INTEREST—P. A. STROBEL 


Supplementing memo of August 29, have reviewed compliance file on Mr. 
Strobel and his personnel file in Office of Management as instructed. 

Compliance file discloses : 

(1) memorandum of June 24, 1954, from Compliance to Personnel advising 
that in accordance with section 3 (b) of Executive Order 10450 a full field inves- 
tigation had been completed and security clearance was given for Strobel to oc- 
cupy sensitive position of Commissioner, Public Buildings Service. Extensive 
investigation preceded issuance of this memo but was directed toward security 
aspects rather than conflict of interests. 

(2) Strobel first declined to sign standards of conduct statement. 

(3) Strobel did sign standards of conduct statement on December 27, 1954, at 
bottom of which is notation : ‘‘see my memo re paragraph “No. 4 and No. 6; PAS.” 
Paragraphs 4 and 6 referred to cover outside employment and outside connec- 
tions. (Excerpt attached.) Memo referred to in notation appears to be memo 
of December 29, 1954 (copy attached) addressed to the Director of Personnel 
by Strobel declaring his outside interest in firm of Strobel & Salzman: stating 
that the firm will not directly or indirectly do any work connected with GSA; 
and stating that he had relinquished active management of the firm. 

(4) memorandum to file dated August 26 signed by Shacklette states that 
Strobel was urged on December 27, 1954, and again on August 9, 1955, to permit 
special agent to obtain list of Strobel & Salzman clients by examination of com- 
pany records or at least that Strobel submit such a list. This memo does not 
expressly state that Strobel refused either request but clearly so implies and 
as far as I can learn list has not been made available. 

The personnel file contains nothing of significance regarding the conflict of 
interest question in addition to that mentioned above. 

(Signed) J. E. Moopy. 


DECEMBER 29, 1954. 

To: Director of Personnel. 
From: Commissioner, Public Buildings Service. 
Subject : Standard of conduct. 

On December 27, I filed the standard of conduct certification with the fol- 
lowing note, “see my memorandum re paragraphs 4 and 6.” 

As a matter of record I want it understood that I have outside interests in the 
firm of Strobel & Salzman, consulting engineers (partnership), of New York 
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City, as well as real estate and farms investments. Strobel & Salzman will not 
directly or indirectly do any Government work connected with the functions of 
General Services Administration. 
It is also a matter of record that I have relinquished active management of 
the firm of Strobel & Salzman. 
P. A. STROBEL. 


2XCERPT FROM STANDARDS OF CONDUCT Form (GSA Form 1179) 


4. Outside employment.—The Director of Personnel in the central office and 
regional directors in regional offices are authorized to approve or disapprove 
requests to engage in outside employment. Except upon prior written approval 
of such official, or other official to whom approving authority has beeen redele- 
gated, employees shall not engage in any outside employment or business ac- 
tivity, and in no instance shall approval be granted where such employment 
Will involve conflict with Government interests. Employees shall not accept 
remuneration in any form from nongovernmental sources for the performance of 
official duties whether the time expended is a part of the normal working period, 
overtime, or off-duty hours. 

* * * * * * * 

6. Outside connections.—Each employee shall submit to his immediate superior 
a report of outside connections, listing all personal or financial relationships 
which he has or formerly had with any person, firm, corporation, or other 
entity doing business with this Administration or which there is reason to be- 
lieve might do any business with this Administration. The employee is respon- 
sible for the current status of this information. It is the responsibility of the 
immediate superior, upon receipt of such report, to forward it through ap- 
propriate channels to the Director of Compliance in the central office or to the 
Compliance Division representation in a regional office. Employees shall not take 
final action with respect to any matter in which such relationship or connection 
is involved unless specific written authorization is received from the Director of 
Compliance or the Compliance Division representative. 


Mr. Maerz. This is entitled “Conflict of Interest—P. A. Strobel.” 
It has a heading, “Memorandum for the Administrator.” It reads as 
follows: 


Although my recollection of the matter is not exact and I have no notes from 
which my memory can be refreshed, according to my best recollection the occur- 
rence of events and my knowledge in this matter is substantially as follows: 

Sometime in the latter part of 1955 Mr. Strobel discussed with Mr. Elliott 
and myself attached letter, dated August 4, 1954, which the firm of Strobel & 
Salzman had received from the Corps of Engineers. 

That is exhibit No. 1. Possibly I should read exhibit No. 1 at this 
point. 

Mr. Kratinc. Now, I wonder if that is correctly stated to be the 
latter part of 1955 when he discussed this letter of August 4, 1954, and 
since this memorandum is dated August 29, 1955. 

Mr. Exuiorr. No. I amsure this is a typographical error. 

Mr. Maerz. It should be sometime in the latter part of 1954, I 
should imagine. 

Mr. Keatinc. I should imagine so. 

Mr. Mansure. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Exxiorr. I can answer as to that. There was a typographical 
error in the making of some copies, one set of copies of that memo, and 
the girl put in that early date there a “5” where she should have put a 
“4.” The original memorandum 

Mr. Keatine. This is a series of copies of the original then ? 

Mr. Extiorr. Yes. 





210 CONFLICT OF INTEREST 


Mr. Materz. This is exhibit 1, dated August 4, 1954, letter from 
H. B. Zackrison, Chief, Engineering Division, Military Construction, 
to Strobel & Salzman, 70 West 40th Street, New York 18, N. Y.: 


GENTLEMEN : Reference is made to the recent appointment of Mr. Strobel as 
Public Buildings Commissioner and to the announcement by your firm that during 
his tenure of office your organization would be under the direction of Mr. Salzman. 

The architect-engineer information form submitted in connection with recent 
modification to contract No. DA 49-129-Eng-350 indicates Mr. Strobel as a part- 
ner. Inasmuch as Mr. Strobel is now in Government service, it is necessary to 
ascertain whether during his leave of absence from your company he has dis- 
associated himself from all future partnership profits resulting from Government 
contracts, including the Army hangars contract. 

Your early reply will be appreciated. 


Continuing with Mr. Moody’s memorandum: 


During this discussion Mr. Strobel gave us his version of his connection with 
the firm of Strobel & Salzman. 

As I recall it, Mr. Strobel’s situation, as outlined by him, was substantially as 
ollows: 

1. He was the full and complete owner of the company to whom all company 
net earnings from all sources accrued. 

2. Mr. Salzman was a partner in name only and, in fact, was a salaried employee 
under contract. 

3. Mr. Strobel had disassociated himself from active participation in the con- 
duct of the affairs of the company but consulted with Mr. Salzman outside of 
official Government hours of duties and intended to continue to do so during 
his tenure as Commissioner of PBS. 

4, The company held contract DA-49-129-Eng-305 with the Corps of Engineers 
which was entered into prior to the date he assumed duties as Commissioner of 
PBS and his company held other contracts with the Corps of Engineers and 
was subcontractor for or otherwise associated with other firms who had contracts 
with the Corps of Engineers. 

5. His company intended to continue to compete for other prime and sub- 
contracts with the Corps of Engineers and other Government agencies except 
GSA during the period of his tenure as Commissioner of PBS, but that he per- 
sonally did not intend to act in such matters in behalf of his company. 

6. His company has no contracts of any nature with GSA and would not 
compete for nor accept any such contracts during his tenure as Commissioner of 
PBS. 

Mr. Elliott and I advised Mr. Strobel tentatively, and based upon his recitation 
of the facts, that we doubted whether he was in violation of the so-called conflict- 
of-interest statutes. His particular concern at that point was whether he was 
a “Resident Commissioner’ within the meaning of the so-called “officials not 
to benefit” clause (18 U. 8S. C. A. 281) ineluded in his contract with Corps of 
Engineers. In our judgment he was not, and we so advised him. 

We tentatively advised him further, however, that there did appear to be a 
question of ethics and public policy involved and that his situation possibly was 
in conflict with the attitude of Congress as reflected by their action in regard to 
certain officials of private corporations then recently appointed to public office. 
The Corps of Engineers’ letter also raised a question as to whether there were 
Department of Defense regulations on the subject. 

We emphasized that our advice was tentative and informal pending receipt 
of his written statement fully disclosing all pertinent facts and we suggested 
to Mr. Strobel that he prepare a complete statement of his company relationships 
and his dealings with the Government and submit same to the Corps of Engineers 
in response to their letter. 

We further agreed to discuss the matter informally with Mr. John Adams, 
then General Counsel of the Army, and with Assistant Attorney General Lee 
Nankin, Department of Justice. 

We advised Mr. Strobel that, of course, he should not personally participate 
in any negotiations with the Corps of Engineers or other Government agency to 
secure contract work or otherwise in behalf of the firm of Strobel & Salzman and 
we stressed the importance of this. 

Mr. Elliott subsequently discussed the matter informally with Mr. John Adams. 
According to Mr. Elliott’s recollection, Mr. Adams felt that it would be helpful 
to a decision as to the action to be pursued if Mr. Strobel would prepare a com- 
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plete written statement of his relationship with the company of Strobel & 
Salzman. We so informed Mr. Strobel. At Mr. Strobel’s request, I prepared a 
rough outline draft of such a statement setting forth the facts as he had related 
them to me as best I understood them, which I gave to him for his use in pre- 
paring the requested statement in final form. Attached as exhibit 2 is a copy 
of that draft. 


Mr. Chairman, I will now ask to read this exhibit 2: 


STATEMENT 


The firm of Strobel & Salzman, architect-engineers, 70 West 40th Street, New 
York, is wholly owned by the undersigned. Mr. Salzman is a contract employee 
whose duties and responsibilities are fixed by the contract and with whom, 
pursuant to the employment contract, a financial settlement is made once each 
year upon the basis of company net earnings. All other company net earnings 
from all sources accrue wholly to me. 

The company holds contract No. DA—49-129-Eng.-305 witn the Corps of Engi- 
neers, Department of the Army. The contract was entered into prior to July 1, 
1954, the date I assumed duties as Commissioner, Public Buildings Service, 
General Services Administration. My company also hold other prime contracts 
with the Corps of Engineers and is subcontractor to other contractors with the 
the Corps of Engineers and its intention is to compete for other prime and sub- 
contracts with the Corps of Engineers and other Government agencies other 
than GSA. 

While Mr. Salzman is responsible to me for the active day-to-day administra- 
tion and conduct of the company business including the performance of the 
Government prime and subcontracts, the primary company responsibility is 
mine and I confer and consult with Mr. Salzman (outside of my official Govern- 
ment hours of duty) as may be necessary to assure the proper performance of 
company business, and I intend to continue to do so during my tenure as Com- 
missioner, PBS. 

My company has no contracts of any nature with the General Services Admin- 
istration and will not compete for nor accept any such contracts during my 
tenure as Commissioner, PBS. 

As Commissioner, PBS, I have no responsibility, direct or indirect, for the 
conduct of any of the affairs of Government agencies with which my company 
holds contracts and, of course, I would not conduct company business during 
official working hours nor use or seek to use any knowledge, information, ac- 
quaintance, etc., acquired by me in the performance of my official duties to the 
advantage or for the benefit of my company in its dealings with the Government. 


The Cuarrman. Is that letter signed by Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Maerz. No, it is not signed. 

The Cuarrman. What is that? 

Mr. Materz. That is attached as exhibit 2. That was a draft pre- 
pared by Mr. Moody, as I understand it, on the basis of his discussions 
with Mr. Strobel. 

Continuing with Mr. Moody’s memorandum: 


During the course of our discussions with Mr. Strobel, he told Mr. Elliott and 
myself that he had made a complete disclosure of his situation to Administration 
officials prior to his appointment and was advised that his situation was perfectly 
prepared and that no change therein was necessary incident.to his appointment. 

At about this same time Mr. Strobel was requested to sign the so-called conflict 
of interest statement and this was discussed by him with Mr. Elliott and myself. 
He was advised that a statement fully disclosing his private situation and his 
dealings with the Government (we had in mind a copy of the statement he was 
supposed to prepare and submit to the Corps of Engineers) should be attached to 
the conflict of interest which he should sign subject to such disclosure. It was 
our thought that this statement, verified to the extent considered necessary, 
would form the basis for an official opinion in the matter. 

The statement was never submitted to Mr. Elliott or me. 

After some time passed, without further developments to my knowledge, I 
inquired of Mr. Strobel as to what, if anything, he had done about the problem. 
Mr. Strobel informed me that he had conferred with his advisers and had de- 
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cided upon a course of action somewhat different than had been discussed with 
Mr. Elliott and me. He did not disclose what that course of action was, Since 
that time neither Mr. Elliott nor I have been consulted by Mr. Strobel or by any- 
one else in this regard. 

Neither the question of whether his personal situation was in conflict with 
his official interests nor the full facts upon the basis of which a legal opinion 
could be formulated has been presented for our official consideration until Fri- 
day, August 26, 1955, at which time Administrator Mansure requested us to 
ascertain the full facts and advise him which we will proceed to do upon Mr. 
Strobel’s return to the office. 

I have reviewed the substance of the foregoing with Mr. Elliott who tells me 
that his recollection coincides, generally, with mine. 

Now, Mr. Mansure, you requested Mr. Moody and Mr. Elliott to 
ascertain the full facts; is that correct ? 

Mr. Mansvre. That is correct, yes, sir. 

Mr. Materz. Does this memorandum, in your judgment, represent 
the full facts concerning this matter ? 

Mr. Mansvre. It represents the full facts up to that time, but why 
I hesitated on that—I call your attention to the first paragraph, “Al- 
though my recollection of the matter is not exact,” and the fourth 
paragraph, “As I recall it.” That is what I meant, that these were 
not opinions. 

Then on the second page, the third paragraph, “We emphasized that 
our advice was tentative.” And on the last page, the first paragraph, 
“It was our thought that this statement, verified to the extent consid- 
ered necessary’—it was merely a review for my information, and 
they did not intend this in any way to be an opinion on their part as 
counsel to me. 

Mr. Materz. Is it correct that the full facts concerning this matter 
are now being investigated by the FBI, rather than by GSA? 

Mr. Mansure. Now, I cannot answer that question because I do not 
know what the answer to it is. We have, as I said before—we turned 
it over to the Department of Justice, which in turn turned it over to 
the FBI. Now, how much of an investigation they are going over, I 
don’t know. We asked them for a review and for an opinion, the 
Department of Justice. 

The CHarrMan. Are you continuing your own investigation ? 

Mr. Mansure. No. When we turn it over to Justice we discontinue 
our investigation. In other words, we take it out of our Compliance 
Division. 

Mr. Maerz. I take it, if I understood you correctly this morning, 
you turned it over to Justice, and Justice has turned it over to the 
FBI; is that correct? 

Mr. Mansvre. Yes. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, does the FBI have jurisdiction with respect to 
administrative conflict of interest problems, assuming no law violation 
is concerned ? 

Mr. Mansvure. We want to know that there has been no law viola- 
tion. That is what we want to know, and find out. 

The Cuatrman. Do you think in the light of what you have heard 
that there is a violation of your code of ethics that you promulgated ? 

Mr. Manscre. I would want to hear all the testimony first and be 
able to review it. 

The CHarrMan. Up to this point, do you think the code has been 
violated from what you have heard? 
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Mr. Mansvre. I think there has been some question in the amount of 
information that has been given to me, Mr. Chairman; yes, I do. 

The Cuarrman. I did not get your answer. You say that there is a 
violation ¢ 

Mr. Mansvre. I don’t know whether there is a violation, but I feel 
that there is information of occurrences which I did not know about, 
Now, whether those acts would be a violation of the code of ethics, that 
is what I would have to review now in my mind. I don’t 

The Cuatrman. Does this additional information that you have 
received make the case worse or better ? 

Mr. Mansvre. Just some of the testimony this morning was things 
that I had not heard about before except just by name. 

The Cuarrman. What testimony 

Mr. Mansvre. The question in my mind was whether it was intent. 
For example, we were talking about one of the architects on this 
New York job. I have had the feeling that that was an unusual case 
which was a question of time, as I testified this morning. 

Mr. Keating. That is the Petroff case? 

Mr. Mansvre. That is right, yes. And I would want to review it 
now to find out whether those were the particulars or whether the 
regional deputy intended really to convey the fact that he was ordered 
to do this or not. I don’t feel from what I have heard up until 
now that it was a definite instruction to favor one firm or the other. 
I think the instruction was to get the job done. 

The Cuamman. In addition, you had not heard up until this morn- 
ing, as I take it, that the Petroff firm had given four different con- 
tracts to Strobel & Salzman? 

Mr. Mansvre. No, I did not know anything about that. As a mat- 
ter of fact, I really did not know the name of the firm up until these 
hearings started. I just knew there was a firm to do the job. 

The CHarrman. And the fact that Strobel & Salzman were the 
beneficiary of four different contracts from Petroff—— 

Mr. Mansure. I knew nothing about that, no. 

The CyHarrman. The fact that Strobel & Salzman was the bene- 
ficiary of four different contracts, that would make a difference in 
you own mind in judging this case / 

Mr. Mansvre. I would certainly, surely want to go into it and find 
out just what was involved in the situation. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Mansure, couldn’t Mr. Strobel have instructed 
Mr. Lawton, deputy regional director, to return to New York that 
night, August 26, and get an architect the next morning? Would 
that not be possible ? 

Mr. Mansvre. You mean some other architect or just an architect ? 

Mr. Marerz. To get an architect, and leave the question as what 
architect with Mr. Larson ? 

Would that not 

Mr. Keating. Both Lawton and Strobel say that they did leave 
it with Mr. Lawton. 

Mr. Mansvre. That is the question. That is the thing that I can- 
not reconcile, because I don’t know what he told him. 

My opinion is, which is merely a supposition, that that is what he 
intended to convey to the deputy. 

Now, according to the testimony, the deputy does not explain it in 
that way. I do not know what Mr. Strobel told the deputy. I am 
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still under the impression that his intent was to go back and get an 
architect to get this job done. 

The Cnatrman. The best one to tell what was intended was the 
man who heard the conversation. You did not hear it. 

Mr. Mansure. No. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Lawton heard it. 

Mr. Mansure. That is right. 

The Cuatrman. And his impression was that this would fall in the 
nature of instructions. 

Mr. Keatinc. Now, you cannot say that at all. 

The CHairMAN. Wait a minute, please. 

Mr. Keating. You cannot possibly say that. 

The Cuarrman. Wait a minute. 

Strike that out of the record, what the gentleman from New York 
has stated. 

Mr. Keatine. Leave it in the record. 

The Cuarrman. Who isthechairman? You or me? 

Mr. Keating. I am entitled to have it in the record and let this rec- 
ord show that you said to have it stricken out, and I said to leave it in. 

The CuHarrMan. Have it stricken out. 

Mr. Keatinea. Every word will be in the record. 

The CuHarrman. Mr. Mansure, the man who can testify as to what 
was stated is the one who heard the conversation, and the testimony 
is to the effect—we can read it again if you wish—the testimony was to 
the effect that there may not have been any absolute instruction, but 
that he took it to be an instruction to hire the man, Petroff, as the 
architect. 

Mr. Kearine. I suggest you do read the record, and not accept that 
as the statement. 

The CuarrMan. We can read it. 

Mr. Keatine. And all of it; not just part of it, as you tried to do 
this morning. 

The CHairman. Now, wait a minute, Mr. Keating. 

Mr. Keattne. You did not, but the counsel did. 

The CuHarrman. That is an unfair statement. 

You are going pretty far afield on this matter. 

Mr. Keating. Just as he did in this memorandum 

The CHarMan. Please. 

There is only 1 man in the driver’s seat, and not 2 or 3, and I say 
that we will read the entire record. The entire record was read this 
morning. We will read it again for your edification. 

Mr. Keatine. I call the chairman’s attention to the fact that when 
this memorandum was read, which was used in cross-examination, the 
paragraph in it was left out which said: 





Mr. Elliott and I advised Mr. Strobel tentatively and based upon his recitation 
of the facts that we doubted whether he was in violation of the conflict of interest 
statute. 

In other words, we are reading here just those parts which show one 
side of this controversy. 

The CuatrrMan. Read the record. 

Mr. Keatrne. All I am insisting on is that we show the whole con- 
troversy. 

Mr. Matetz. Do you want me to read, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Lawton’s 
entire statement ? 
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The Cuarrman. Yes. I just want to say that the gentleman from 
New York is very anxious to get home tonight. So he cannot believe 
Tie —— 

Mr. Keatine. I am not anxious to get home. I want to get the 
record. I will sit here as long as the chairman will. 

The Cuarmman. If the gentleman from New York would not be so 
testy and intemporate, we might get somewhere. 

The gentleman from New York, Mr. Fi ine, is very anxious to get 
home. 

Mr. Keatine. I will be very glad to cooperate. 

The Carman. If we read all these things in the record, it is going 
to take time. Now, when I tell Mr. Fine that it is going to take a 
little effort, I want to get this cleared up. 

Mr. Materz (reading) : 

Testimony of Edwin H. Lawton—Resumed : 

The CHAIRMAN. You were sworn yesterday. 

Mr. MAtetz. Mr. Lawton, have you prepared a detailed statement concerning 
your knowledge of the selection of Petroff & Chapman, Evans & Delahanty? 

Mr. LAwTon. I did. 

Mr. MALeETz. Do you have the statement before you? 

Mr. LawTon. I do. 

The CHAIRMAN. Would you care to read it? 

Mr. Lawton. Read the entire statement? 

The CHAIRMAN, Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lawton. I, Edwin H. Lawton, make this statement in order to clarify my 
answers to questions by Herb Maletz, counsel for the House Judiciary Subcom- 
mittee on October 27, 1955. 

I occupy the position of Deputy Regional Director for the Public Buildings 
Service, region 2, New York, N. Y., and have been deputy or acting deputy since 
1950. I supervise the operations of a Design and Construction Division, a 
Buildings Management Division, a Real Estate Division, a Real Property Dis- 
posal Division, and an office of the National Industrial Reserve Division. 

May I interject, Mr. Chairman? -Mr. Keating said that I had not 
referred to that portion of the memorandum in cross-examination. 
That is with reference to an entirely different matter. 

The CHarrman. Read the record. Read what was said. 

Continue to read it, Mr. Maletz. 

Mr. Keatrne. I want my colleague, Mr. Fine, for whom I entertain 
such a high regard, to understand that I am not calling for it here so 
that the whole - "record can be read. It is the chairman that wants this 
whole record read. 

The CHarrman. Are you willing 

Mr. Frve. Since my name has been mentioned, I want you to know, 
Mr. Chairman, that I have a sworn duty to the Government and to 
the people of the United States, and if we have to sit here all week, 
I will sit here. 

The Cuarrman. Fine. Do you want to waive this reading, or do 
you want it read? I will read it if you wish. 

Mr. Keatrnc. You do not have to read what is in the record as far 
as I am concerned. 

Mr. Frxe. You do not have to read it fer anybody. 

The Cuamman. I thought you wanted to have your memory re- 
freshed. 

Mr. Keattne. No. My memory is just as clear as a bell. 

Mr. Fine. You read it three times this morning. 

Mr. Materz. Mr. Elliott, may I interpose this question / 








216 CONFLICT OF INTEREST 





Mr. Ex.iorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Materz. Did you know whether or not Mr. Strobel had gone 
to the Corps of Engineers to prosecute a claim under an old contract 
which Strobel & Salzman had with the Corps of Engineers—did you 
know at the time this memorandum was written ? 

Mr. Etusorr. No; I did not, sir. Mr. Moody’s and my entire con- 
versation with Mr. Strobel at that point had to do with a contract 
which, as he recited to us, he had entered into shortly before he be- 
came Commissioner of Public Buildings and was then under per- 
formance by his firm for the Corps of Engineers. He did say that he 
had previously had contracts with the Corps of Engineers, but I 
understood that performance of work under those contracts had been 
completed at that time. 

I was not aware until these hearings started that he had any dis- 
cussions with the corps on any contracts. 

Mr. Maerz. So therefore 

Mr. Euxiorr. Strike that “until these hearings started.” I did know 
about it before, during the course of the investigation that was being 
made by our compliance people, prior to this. 

Mr. Matetz. So therefore, is it not true that your reference to the 
fact that no violation of the conflict of interest statutes appeared to 
be involved, had no reference to the claim before the Corps of 
Engineers ¢ 

Mr. Exniorr. That is entirely correct. However, sir, so that we get 
it clear, the advice which Mr. Moody and I gave him with reference 
to not negotiating with the corps in connection with that contract was 
not related to a violation of the statute as much as it was to what 
we considered proper conduct. In other words, we did not feel then, 
and I do not feel now, that there has been a violation of the statute, 
since Mr. Strobel, as either the sole owner or a partner, was the princi- 
pal and not an agent. 

Mr. Maerz. So if we can get this in context now, I take it that 
your memorandum was referring to a contract entered into on March 
31, 1954, negotiated on March 31, 1954, between Strobel & Salzman 
and the Corps of Engineers; is that correct ? 

Mr. Extiorr. Well, let me say—and I am not trying to fence with 
you—I just don’t know the date when it was entered into. It did 
have reference to contract No. DA-49-129-ENG.-350, that is referred 
to in Mr. Zackrison’s letter of August 4, 1954. 

Mr. Maerz. I see. And your memorandum made no reference to a 
possible violation of the conflict of interest statute resulting from Mr. 
Strobel’s prosecuting a claim before the Corps of Engineers under a 
previous contract; did it? 

Mr. Extiorr. That is correct, sir. That was not discussed by Mr. 
Strobel and myself. The subject did not come up at that meeting, as 
I recall. 

Mr. Maerz. Have you reached any legal conclusion with respect 
to whether or not it is a violation of section 283 

Mr. Fine. I did not get the beginning of that. 

Mr. Marerz. Have you reached any conclusion ? 

Have you reached any conclusion as to whether or not it is a pos- 
sible violation of section 283 of title 18 of the Criminal Code for Mr. 
Strobel, acting on behalf of Strobel & Salzman, to have prosecuted a 
claim before the Corps of Engineers ? 
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Mr. Exuiorr. Based upon such facts as I know—and they are largely 
what have been brought out before this committee—I do not believe I 
have any additional facts that have not been brought out before this 
committee—I am inclined to doubt, as a matter of my own personal 
opinion, as a lawyer—I am inclined to believe, let me put it that way, 
that there has not been a violation of the statute. 

However, I should like to point out that that is a violation of a 
statute the enforcement of which is in the Department of Justice and 
not in General Services Administration, and therefore my opinion 
is just that of another attorney on the street. It is not conclusive one 
way or another. 

Mr. Materz. Do you feel that it is a violation of the code of ethics 
of your agency ? 

Mr. Exuiorr. Well, Mr. Maletz, that is a question which I will be 
glad to answer if the Administrator asks me. But if he asked me 
today, sir, so that it shows that I am not trying to fence, I would say 
that I would like to review the entire record; I would like to know 
some more about it. I would like to know what was said at conversa- 
tions with the representatives of the engineers and what that contact 
was. 

In other words, sir, I do not believe honestly that I have enough 
facts before me to make a final opinion on the subject at this time. 

The CHarmMan. Do you have any more facts you would like to 
know ? 

Mr. Exniorr. Yes, sir, I personally have no knowledge, and I do 
not believe there has been much in the record here—I have not been in 
all the hearings—as to what actually transpired at the conversation 
with the Corps of Engineers, and I think that would be very relevant. 

The Cuatrman. If it is all as lily white as that, why was this mat- 
ter submitted to the Department of Justice ? 

Mr. Exxiorr. Sir, I am not saying that it is lily white or not. I 
am saying I don’t know. 

The Cuairman. Why was it submitted to the Department of Jus- 
tice? There were some doubts, were there not ? 

Mr. Extiorr. I thought Mr. Mansure explained that this morning. 

Mr. Mansvure. Mr. Chairman, that is just our regular procedure. 
As I tried to explain this morning, when we feel that there may be 
some question, we do not want to put ourselves in the position of 
covering up on something. 

As I said, we put everything on top of the table. Now, if there is 
any conflict of interest, or if there is any question, we feel that the 
legal department of the Government is in a better position than our 
Compliance Division to rule on it. 

The CHarrMan. Suppose that it were just some poor devil who was 
a clerk and he was not somebody appointed upon the recommendation, 
as you say, of the Republican National Committee; would your answer 
be the same ? 

Mr. Mansvre. It would be the same; yes, it would be the same if it 
involved the actual violation of the statutes. But frankly, we have 
not been confronted with a thing like that, because we have not had 
a situation that we have had to make a ruling on since I have been the 
Administrator. 
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Most of our problems have been very open and shut and very easy 
to decide on. 

Mr. Keattne. When you turned this over to the FBI, you did not 
have any conclusion on it one way or the other? 

Mr. Mansvre. Not at all. If we had conclusions, we could have 
made a definite ruling ourselves. But we did not know. 

Mr. Keatrne. There was an announcement made by the chairman 
that it had been turned over to the FBI, just at a crucial time, and that 
had wide coverage throughout the country, and indicated just as 
always when you use the FBI, that there might be a violation of some 
criminal statute here. 

Now, I would like to have it clear on the record whether you felt it 
was a violation of a criminal statute or not. 

Mr. Mansvure. That is a question that I cannot answer, because it is 
legal, and I am not familiar enough with the statute to give an opinion 
on it, and I would have to get advice from counsel on that. 

Mr. Fine. I think the record showed that this morning Mr. Mansure 
said that he turned it over to the Department of Justice to get an 
objective report. 

Mr. Mansure. That is correct, Congressman. 

The Cuarrman. You mean to say, Mr. Mansure, that the only reason 
you sent it to the Department of Justice was to get an objective report ? 
Did you not have in mind that there may be something unusual or 
something irregular about this whole transaction ? 

Mr. Mansure. N 0, we were not trying really to infer anything to it 
other than to—actually answering your question—to get assistance 
for us to make a decision on what the situation is. 

The Cuarrman. All right. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Mansure, I think you were asked this morn- 
ing—I would like to rephrase the question—do you think it was a 
possible violation of the code of ethics of your agency for Mr. Strobel 
to have participated in the preparation of a list of 14 outstanding 
architects to be submitted to CIA and to have participated in the 
inclusion in that list of 8 firms which had had prior business relation- 
ships with Mr. Strobel’s firm ? ’ 

Mr. Mansvre. Well, you see, there again is a question of fact, be- 
cause I do not know whether it was testified to, how much he partici- 
pated in the preparation of that list. I presume, from our regular 
activity within the department, that our Chief Architect or our Super- 
vising Architect and the staff made up that list. 

Now, it may be—I do not know—Mr. Strobel will have to answer 
that—what part he took in making it up. The thing that I am very 
concerned about is that I do not want anything in these hearings or 
any question to reflect upon firms of such outstanding reputation as 
we are discussing. 

The CuatrmMaAn. You said that this morning 

Mr. Keating. Let him finish. 

The CrarrMan. You said that this morning. 

Mr. Keatine. Let him finish. 

The CuatrmMan. You said that this morning and you said that there 
was no reflection cast upon any architect. It is not our purpose—or 
my purpose particularly—to cast any reflection. 

Mr. Mansvre. That is right. 
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The Cuatrman. That is not our intention, Mr. Mansure. That is 
unpardonable when you remember we admonished you this morning 
that this has no reflection upon architects. 

Mr. Keatrne. I would lke to hear the witness and hear what he 
has to say on that. 

Mr. Mansvre. I was trying, Mr. Chairman, to answer the question. 
I do not know how this list was made up, and that is why I am careful 
in answering the question, because it was made up by the staff. 
Then, of course, the Commissioner would not have made the selection. 

Now, I think that we have got to find out who actually made that 
list of 14 up and who worked on that list. 

The CuarrMan. He testified 

Mr. Materz. Do you think 

The Cuarrman. The Commissioner, Mr. Strobel, testified that he 
participated in the making up of that list. 

Mr. Mansvre. Well, I think there was also a misunderstanding of 
participation with the Roberts firm, too, and I had given a specific 
instruction, 

The Cuatrman. We are talking now about this list. The question 
to you is whether or not that is or is not within the code of ethics. 

Mr. Mansure, The way I would answer that question, Mr. Chair- 
man, is that if in my mind there had been any question about the 
selection of those firms, I would have stepped out and allowed either 
my staff or someone, or referred it over to me as the Adminis- 
trator 

The CHatrman. When you say “I,” you mean Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Mansvure. Yes. If I were putting myself in that position, that 
is what I would have done on any question as to the selection of those 
people. 

Mr. Keatine. But you do not know whether there was a question 
or not. 

Mr. Mansvre. That is the point I am trying to bring out, Congress- 
man. 

Mr. Keatine. Exactly. 

Mr. Mansvure. I do not know what transpired in those negotiations. 
If I knew that, I could tell. 

Mr. Fine. You went a little further this morning. I just want to 
make sure that we get it correctly. You went a little further this 
morning when you said that the creation of the list did not mean that 
you had reached the point of a decision as to who would be selected. 

Mr. Mansvure. Well, I did that. 

Mr. Five. You said if it came to the point of selection, if I remem- 
ber, that then Mr. Strobel would have disqualified himself. 

Mr. Mansvre. I did that, Congressman Fine, yes; and, you see, 
there has been no selection yet, and we are not even up to the point of 
making a selection, other than the request of CLA. 

Mr. Keating. And Mr. Strobel has himself said that if it came to 
a question of selection, he would disqualify himself ? 

Mr. Mansvre. I think he is sincere in that statement. But there 
is no selection that has been made, and we do not know even now 
whether we are going to be in on it. All of GSA may be out of it, in 
the selection. 
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Mr. Kearina. I call your attention to the fact that Allen Dulles’ 
favorite, Harrison & Abramovitz, were on the list that was submitted 
to CIA by the Public Buildings Administration. 

Mr. Mansure. That is correct. 

The Cuairman. Is it your practice to accept the recommendations 
of the head of a department as to who shall be an architect, as Mr. 
Dulles intended that you should ? 

Mr. Mansvure. We do not know that. We do not agree with that, 
Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrmMan. What is that? 

Mr. Mansvre. We do not agree with that. 

The CHairMaNn. You do not agree with that ? 

Mr. Mansvre. But we have not been supported yet in our opinion. 

The CuatrmMan. In other words, you do not agree with the head 
of a department suggesting to you who shall or shall not be an archi- 
tect fora particular building? 

Mr. Mansure. No. We welcome those suggestions, and also from 
the Members of Congress within that area where we are going to do 
construction work. But we do not think that that should be a con- 
trolling factor. And I feel very strongly on that. 

The CHarrMan. Suppose we tell you that the evidence indicated 
that Mr. Dulles, Allen Dulles, for whom I have a high regard- 

Mr. Keatina. Just like these architects. 

The Cuarrman. Please, will you? Now, you are just interrupting. 
[Continuing:] For whom I have a high regard, selected, and said it 
was his selection, Harrison & Abramovitz to be the architect on this 
CIA building. 

Mr. Mansure. Well 








Mr. Keatine. You did not agree with that? 

Mr. Mansure. No. They feel that because Congress has appro- 
priated the money directly to them, they should have full control of 
the construction of this new building. We take the stand that based 
on 1925—what is the public act ? 

Mr. Exnrorr. The Public Buildings Act of 1926. 

Mr. Mansvre. The Public Buildings Act of 1926, and Public Law 








Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mansvure. That that is our responsibility, and that is the rea- 
son why I say that, regardless of what lists have been submitted, we 
have not even come up to the point yet of even considering that list. 

Mr. Fine. Didn’t you testify this morning, too, that this problem, 
the one you have just referred to, has also ‘been referred to the De- 
partment of Justice for a decision ? 

Mr. Mansvre. For an objective ruling, because we cannot get an 
agreement between the two departments; that is correct. 

The CuarrmMan. And then would this be a reasonable conclusion 
to be drawn from what we have heard now? If heads of depart- 
ments, like the case of Mr. Dulles, could successfully suggest the 
naming of architects for buildings that would cost as much as this 
CIA building would cost, it would be very easy to have that whole 
process abused, and these architectural plums might become political 
plums; is that correct ? 

Mr. Mansvure. That is correct. That is what we do not want to 
have happen. 
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Mr. Keatinc. We might have a situation here where there would 
be $383,000 given to the treasurer of the Democratic National Com- 
mittee or something like that. 

Mr. Mansvre. That is right. 

Mr. Keating. And you would not want anything like that to hap- 
pen, would you, Mr. Mansure? 

Mr. Mansure. No, sir. 

Mr. Keatrno. And the chairman would not. 

The Cuarman. No,sir. But I can see the danger 

Mr. Keatine. And I think it is unfortunate that that has happened 
in the past. 

The CuarrMan. And it might happen in the future when Mr. Dulles 
wants to do what he did do. 

Mr. Mansvre. Now, we are going to do everything we possibly can 
to prevent that. 

Mr. Keatrne. It is fair to say this: That the CIA contention is 
based upon a specific statute which does not govern any other Govern- 
ment department; is that not right? 

Mr. Mansure. Well 

Mr. Keatine. I know you disagree with their contention. 

Mr. Mansvre. That is right. 

Mr. Kratine. And I do not say that agree with it. Ido not know. 
Tam not involved. Iam like the counsel here, in reaching a conclusion. 

But the CIA contends that because they had an appropriation given 
to them by a specific statute, from that stems their authority to go 
ahead and do the whole building. 

Mr. Mansvre. That is correct. Now, we have learned our lesson. 
In the future, I think Congress will write into the appropriation that 
even though they make the appropriation to a certain department of 
the Government, the funds will then be turned over for the con- 
struction to GSA. And that is the way it should be done, because 
that is our responsibility. 

Mr. Keatrne. And you hope that Congress has learned its lesson ? 

Mr. Mansvre. We hope so; yes. 

Mr. Materz. Mr. Mansure, in order to get this CIA situation prop- 
erly before us, would this be a fair statement of the summary of 
events; That CIA requested the Public Buildings Service, as the ex- 
pert in building construction, to prepare and submit to the CIA a list 
of outstanding architects from which CIA could then make a selection ? 

Mr. Mansvre. I would not say that was exactly correct, because there 
has been so much confusion regarding this whole thing. As a matter 
of fact, I am not just sure how this list got put together, because the 
feeling has become very strong on who the architect should be for that 
particular building. 

Mr. Materz. Was this an important recommendation to CIA by the 
Public Buildings Service, this list? Was that an important recom- 
mendation ? 

Mr. Mansvure. Yes; because we feel that for a building of that 
kind there should be at least 3 or 4 firms. You see, what we try to do is 
to judge the type of construction. Now, if we are going into 
a building, say, in upper New York State or central Illinois or some- 
think like that, we will pick architects that are thoroughly familiar 
with that location. But in this type of construction, this is a very 
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large building, and we feel that the firms on there should be possibly 
1 smaller firm to do the so-called leg work, and then there should be 
2 or 3 firms of outstanding reputation on the construction. 

But we have never gotten to the point where we have actually nego- 
tiated on this thing. I mean, it has just been all conversation. 

Mr. Materz. Now, Mr. Mansure, turning to another matter involv- 
ing the Corps of Engineers, the testimony of Mr. Strobel has indi- 
cated that 1 day before he became a Government employee—he 
became a Government employee, I believe, on April 1, 1954—on March 
31, 1954, Mr. Strobel negotiated a $71,000 contract with the Corps of 
Engineers. Are you familiar with that? 

Mr. Mansure. No. I just heard about it. I did not know any- 
thing about it, though. 

Mr. Maerz. Was that matter brought to your attention? 

Mr. Mansure. No, it was not. 

Mr. Kearine. My recollection of the testimony is that it was 
signed on that day as a result of negotiations extending over a con- 
siderable period. 

Mr. Fine. No. There were extended negotiations before, but the 
contract was actually signed afterward. 

Mr. Kearine. Signed in April? 

Mr. Fine. That is right. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Strobel did not inform you of that trans- 
action ? 

Mr. Mansure. The first I heard of that has been just in this immedi- 
ate period right now. I knew nothing about it. 

Mr. Fine. Wasn’t that in the memorandum from Mr. Moody ? 

Mr. Mansvure. Pardon ? 

Mr. Frve. Wasn’t that in Mr. Moody’s memorandum ? 

Mr. Mansure. Yes. But that is only just in August of this year. 

Mr. Five. Oh. 

Mr. Mansvure. I mean, what I was speaking about as a preliminary 
was starting in the last of August up to now. 

Mr. Maerz. Was it brought to your attention, Mr. Mansure, that 
the Corps of Engineers has a firm policy of not doing business with 
firms owned or controlled by Government employees ? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, I don’t know whether it was brought to my 
attention, but I knew that. 

Mr. Materz. Now, Mr. Mansure, this contract, a $71,000 contract, 
was actually executed after Mr. Strobel became a Government em- 
ployee. Do you think that Mr. Strobel as Commissioner of Public 
Buildings owed the obligation to inform the Corps of Engineers im- 
mediately on April 1, 1954, that he had become a Government em- 
ployee? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, that is very technical, and I do not want to 
give an answer on that basis. But, of course, he was not Commis- 
sioner until July 1. I think that there should have been some noti- 
fication that it was pending, but there was not a definite surety on 
April 1 that he was even going to be the Commissioner on July 1. 

Mr. Materz. He was a Government employee; was he not? 

Mr. Mansure. Oh, yes; that is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Ona full’time basis ¢ 

Mr. Mansure. Yes; full time, but consultant, and the idea was to 
see during that consultant period if what I had told him about the 
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work was satisfactory to him, and all that he knew was that the Com- 
missioner was going to retire as of July 1, or June 30. 

Mr. Materz. Do you think that the fact that Mr. Strobel did not 
inform the Corps of Engineers about his assumption of the Govern- 
ment position on April 1, 1954, was consistent with the code of ethics 
of GSA? 

Mr. Mansvre. It was not, but I doubt if he knew our code of ethics 
on that day, or within the first few weeks. 

Mr. Materz. Are not all employees of GSA required to read the 
code of ethics of GSA as a condition of employment, and are they 
not required to certify to it before assuming Government employment ? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, they are, but I think that, frankly, we were 
very anxious to get someone of this ability at the time. Now, there 
may have been a pressure of work where that was not called to his 
attention. I do not know. But I want to be perfectly fair about it. 
I do not know whether the code of ethics was shown to him when he 
actually started in, because when we conversed on this, there was only 
a lapse of about 2 weeks or 10 days between the time that we discussed 
it and his agreement to start in, on the lst of March, but at that time 
there was not any real acceptance until about 10 days before. 

I am just saying that because I actually do not know whether it was 
presented to him or not. 

Mr. Maretz. Would you tell the committee why, if you know, Mr. 
Strobel did not sign and certify to the code of ethics until 9 months 
after he was first employed ¢ 

Mr. Fine. Six. 

Mr. Matetz. No; April. 

Mr. Fine. No. Heonly had tosign it in July. 

Mr. Mansvure. No. I do not know the answer to that question. 
That is why we looked into it at the time, because I did not realize it 
had not been signed. 

Mr. Keating. In this preliminary conference which you had lead- 
ing up to his coming to Washington, did he give you any kind of 
brochure or anything indicating what kind of work the firm of 
Strobel & Salzman had done? 

Mr. Mansure. Yes. I am very glad you asked that question. I 
would like to introduce that into the record, because it was on this 
biography, I guess you would call it, or professional background, and 
so forth, that impressed me with his ability and experience. 

Mr. Ross. I have acopy of that here for the committee. 

The CuarrMaNn. If you want to put that in the record, we shall be 
glad to receive it. 

Mr. Keating. I think that would be a good thing to have in. 

Mr. Mauerz. Now, Mr. Mansure, I would like to turn to the subject 
of Mr. Morton Blumenthal. Do you know Mr. Morton Blumenthal ? 

Mr. Mansvure. Yes, sir; I do. 

Mr. Matetz. And just who is he? 

Mr. Mansvure. Well, I believe that his principal business is a tax 
authority. He used to be very active here in Washington in one of 
the former administrations. He is not an attorney. 

The CuammaNn. What administration was that, if I may ask? 

Mr. Mansvure. Back in the Hoover Administration. 

Mr. Keatinc. He is a member of the Republican National Club? 
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Mr. Mansvre. Yes; a real-estate broker; not an agent, but a broker. 
I have met Mr. Blumenthal on different occasions at dinners and 
things of that kind, and we have just conversed generally. Now, how 
he came into the picture with an architectural firm is very simple. He 
called at my office and told me that he was representing the firm whom 
I had only known by name. I knew nothing about them. 

I said, “Well, I am glad that you are.” He said, “What is the pro- 
cedure that we go about to have them listed and considered for con- 
struction work”? And I said, “Well, I will refer you to Public Build- 
ings, and they will give you all the information.” 

That is exactly the way it started, and that was the procedure that 
we carried with anybody. I have many people that come to me and 
ask me not only on public buildings, but Federal supply and our stock- 
piling program. We have always referred them to the department 
that handles the operation. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you introduce Mr. Blumenthal to Mr. Strobel ? 


Mr. Mansvure. Well, I don’t know whether I introduced him to Mr. 
Strobel or whether they met me before or not. But I sent him to Mr. 
Strobel. 


Mr. Maerz. You say that he is a tax authority? How is it that he 
happened to represent De Young & Moscowitz ? 

Mr. Fine. He said that he was also a broker. 

Mr. Mansvre. He is a real-estate broker. He has different busi- 
nesses. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you know when he became a real-estate broker ? 

Mr. Mansure. No; I did not know that, and I did not ask the ques- 
tion, because that had nothing to do with it. It would not make a 
bit of difference to me whether a person was a broker or not. If they 
wanted to do business with the Government, we would give them all 
the particulars. 

He said he represented that firm. He was in as a salesman for those 
architects, and I knew nothing about the firm other than by name. I 
know they have a very fine reputation. But I could not tell a single 
job that they had built. I don’t know anything about them beyond 
that. 

Mr. Materz. I see. 

Mr. Mansvure. That is why I referred him to Public Buildings. 
But I personally referred them to our Public Buildings Division. 

Mr. Matetz. Do you recall this August 4, 1955, telephone conversa- 
tion with Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, now, let’s see. Which one was that? What 
was that about? 

Mr. Ex.iorr. What page is that in the record, Mr. Maletz? 

Mr. Mansvure. Was that about this project, or which one was that? 

Mr. Materz. About the CIA project. 

Mr. Mansure. Yes; I recall that. 

Mr. Materz. It is at page 123. 

Do you have a copy of the telephone transcript ? 

Mr. Mansvre. I have it right here; yes, sir. I have it right here. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Mansure, the conversation has been read into 
the record. If I may, I would like to repeat parts of it: 

Pete, on this CIA job. I got a call from Dulles. What is it about? 

SrroseL. They are coming over tomorrow right after lunch. We are trying to 

work up list. 
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And I take it that the call that you got from Mr. Dulles concerned 
this CIA problem, and particularly the problem of the selection of 
an architect; is that correct ? 

Mr. Mansure. That is correct; yes. 

Mr. Dulles was this exorcised that they wanted more than one firm 
on the job. He thought there would be a conflict of design and just 
confusion. And we do that all the time. We even have on a job as 
small as a $2,500,000 job—we might have 2 or 3 architects on it. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, then, you say, Mr. Mansure, “What about Blu- 
menthal’s recommendation ?” 

And Strobel said, “De Young & Moscowitz.” 

So that was the first time that you referred to Mr. Blumenthal’s 
recommendation; is that right? 

Mr. Mansure. Yes. Well, when I said “recommendation,” I meant 
the people that he represents, because prior to that time, I sent them 
over to Strobel to get the particulars on how to file and make out their 
forms, and so forth, to be on the list. I did not mean it by way of 
recommendation, but he was recommending these architects as their 
representative. 

r. Materz. Then on the next page you say this: 

The only thing is that we told Blumenthal that he would get a chance at AEO. 
Strauss told him same thing. They were never given a chance to present 
their goods. 

Do you have that before you? 

Mr. Mansure. Yes; that is very simple. They originally came in 
to see us on the—the CIA or the AEC, was the first job that came out 
in the newspapers that was going to be done, and they originally came 
in on that basis because at a dinner that was held here in Washington 
the fall the year before last, he talked to Admiral Strauss about, if 
they could figure on that. 

Well, no one knew, because the appropriation had not even been 
made at that time. So Blumenthal asked me if they would have a 
chance to figure on the AEC building. 

I said, “Anybody will have a chance to figure on it who is qualified.” 

So then when the decision was made by AEC to build their own 
building, because they have their own construction department, and 
General Services had nothing to do with that construction, they had 
been left out without any consideration at all, and that is what I had 
reference to, because I felt that after we had told them that they would 
have a chance to present their wares on it, and they never even got a 
chance to talk on it, out of all fairness we should let them figure on 
the next job. But by figuring on the job meant nothing more than 
just to qualify for it if they could. 

Mr. Maerz. All right. Now, Mr. Mansure, you had another tele- 
phone conversation with Mr. Strobel later on that day at which time 
you said to Mr. Strobel, “Give some consideration to De Young & 

foscowitz.” Do you recall that? 

Mr. Mansure. Yes; I do. 

Mr. Materz (reading) : 


























Let’s keep one top architect on our list for each building. 
What did you mean by that? 


Mr. Mansvre. Well, now, what I meant by that was that we have 
a number of firms that are considered top architects in New York and 
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Philadelphia and Cleveland and Chicago and Los Angeles, all over 
the country, and what we wanted to do was to take and divide up the 
important types of construction so that we always, at one time, on 
every job, have one outstanding firm on that job. 

Now, what we did not w ant to do was to take and put maybe our 
three top firms on the same job. In other words, we have 1 of super 

ability and 1 pr ODay of design or construction or engineering ability, 
and then maybe 1 or 2 local firms on a real big job. That is what I 
had reference to there. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, I just wonder why you brought Mr. Blumenthal’s 
name up three times in the course of these conversations, or twice, 

rather, and De Young & Moscowitzs’ name once. 

Mr. Mansvre. Because he was a very forceful salesman. He was 
after usallthetime. In credit to him,] admire it. But he came in to 
see me several times. He called several times from New York. And 
it was just that pressure. And I said, “Just give him consideration.” 

By that I mean, review their qualifications, and so forth. 

Another thing was that I did not want the CIA building—do not 
get the initials mixed up, now—we are all through with the Atomic 

‘nergy Commission—I did not want one architect on the CLA build- 
ing bec: ause, as I said, it is too big a project and too big a plum for 
one firm to pick out. 

The Cuatrman. Of course, with Mr. Blumenthal, there was nothing 
political about it, I hope, was there? 

Mr. Mansure. Well, that is a good question. He is very active 
politically. But we give exactly ‘the same consideration to recom- 
mendations from a Democratic committeeman or a Democratic 
Member of Congress. 

Mr. Keatinea. Consideration? You gave a job to the former treas- 
urer of the Democratic National Committee, and he made $383,000 out 
of it. 

Mr. Mansvre. That is right. 

The CuatrmMan. He had that job. You were complaining that we 
asked about that. 

Mr. Keratine. No; I am not complaining. I think it is very per- 
tinent. This is all peanuts compared to what was handed out to this 
man, and I understand he is a first-rate architect. 

Mr. Mansvure. As a matter of fact, I have several very strong rec- 
ommendations from Members of Congress now for Federal con- 
struction in their districts or States. 

Mr. Keatine. I am sure, now, you have four deals here from Brook- 
lyn. I want to ask about them when the chairman is finished. I am 
sure that the chairman might be willing to give you recommendations 
on any Brooklyn jobs. 

The Cuamman. I will have four architects ready tomorrow morn- 
ing for you. 

Mr. Fine. They are all in New York, Mr. Chairman, either in the 
Bronx or in Brooklyn. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Mansure, are you familiar with the fact that Mr. 
Blumenthal did represent this 346 Broadway ? 

Mr. Mansure. No; I knew nothing about that. We did have, very 
frankly, some negotiations with another firm that he represents on 
the Grand Central Post Office Building in New York City, where there 
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was some talk about a swap of properties or adding to the building, 
because they were so short of space there. But I knew nothing about 
this other building. That was the only other building that I knew 
about. 

Mr. Matetrz. What was this building? 

Mr. Mansvre. I think it is called the Grand Central Postal. 

Mr. Fine. You are referring to the Grand Central, and Mr. Maletz 
was referring to 346 Broadway. 

Mr. Mansvre. No; I said I knew nothing about that. I did know 
about the other one. I just wanted to correct that, because I thought 
there might be some confusion in your mind as to the two buildings. 
I did not know about the other one, though. 

Mr. Matetz. Are you familiar with the form that was filed with 
GSA by the president of Broadway-Lafayette Corp., which owns 346 
Broadway ? 

Mr. Mansvre. No; Iam not familiar with that. 

Mr. Maerz. That form has already been introduced into the record, 
and it indicates that Mr. Bhimenthal became a broker, a licensed 
broker, in 1954. 

Mr. Mansvre. I heard that for the first time this morning, just as I 
came in the room. You were talking about that. I did not know 
anything about that date until I heard it then. 

The Cuarrman. Are there further questions? 

Mr. Fine. None. 

Mr. Keatine. I wanted to ask this witness, but I do not suppose he 
knows about one or two of these things here—probably Mr. Strobel 
would know more about it—did you ever hear of the Karp Metal 
Products Corp. in Brooklyn ? 

Mr. Mansvre. Other than by name, no. 

Mr. Keatrne. Do you know Irwin S. Chanin, an architect there? 

Mr. Mansvre. No; I do not. 

Mr. Kearine. Maybe these questions would be better directed to Mr. 
Strobel. 

The Cuarrman. Isn’t Mr. Strobel entitled to a couple of buildings? 

Mr. Keatine. Sure. They have four down here. What I want 
to know about is what kind of architect this Mr. Chanin is, or this 
Reisner and Urbahn. Maybe the chairman can tell me about it. 

Mr. Fine. No. 

Mr. Mansure. They may have been some people that our regional 
office negotiated with, but I don’t know the names at all. 

The Cuatrman. Do not take it too seriously, Mr. Mansure. He is 
just trying to be facetious. 

Mr. Keatrne. No; I would like to ask Mr. Strobel a few questions 
about this. On that list of architects that we talked about so much 
that were recommended. Was there an Irwin S. Chanin on that list ? 

Mr. Srroset. What list are you referring to? 

Mr. Keatine. Well, I am referring to— 

The CuarrmMan. Fourteen names? 

Mr. Keatrine. Yes; the list of 14 recommended. 

Mr. Srroset. No; Mr. Chanin’s name was not on that list. 

Mr. Keating. And were Reisner and Urbahn on that list? 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct; Urbahn’s name was. 

Mr. Keatine. Urbahn’s name? 
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Mr. Srrosex. That is right. 
Mr. Keatine. Was this a different firm? 

Mr. Srropen. It is the same man. The firm changed from Reisner 
& Urbahn to Urbahn, Brayton & Burrows. 

Mr. Keatrne. And that latter named firm was on it? 

Mr. Srropen. That is right. 
mt. Keating. Was the firm of Skidmore, Owings & Merrill on that 

ist 2 

Mr. Srrosen. It was not. 

Mr. Keattne. Well, now, you did a job for Skidmore, Owings & 
Merrill involving a recreation center in Brooklyn. Do you remember 
that? 

Mr. Srrosen. That is correct. 

Mr. Keating. And you also did a job for them representing a bath- 
house and cafeteria and maintenance building in Brooklyn. Now, 
those both sound like pretty good-sized jobs; were they not? 

Mr. Srrosex. No; they are not large jobs. 

Mr. Kerarina. They are not large jobs? 

Mr. Srrosen. I think they ran about $1 million each in construction. 

Mr. Keatrnea. You do not call that a big job? 

Mr. Srrosez. It all depends. 

Mr. Keatine. Was this Karp Metal Products Corp. a big job? 

Mr. Srrosex. Yes; that wasa fairly big structure. That was a manu- 
facturing plant with offices. 

Mr. Keating. And the fee that you got out of Mr. Chanin on that 
job was a good-sized fee? 

Mr. Srroset. Well, I don’t recall the actual fee. We have done so 
many jobs for Mr. Chanin that it was just one of them. 

Mr. Keratine. What I am getting at is, on this list of clients, cover- 
ing a good many pages which you submitted in your brochure to Mr. 
Mansure when you took up the position of Commissioner of Public 
Buildings—were there many architects listed from whom your firm 
derived substantial fees, who were still in business at the time when 
you along with others in your department made your recommenda- 
tions of some 14 people, who were not among those 14? 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Keating. Would you have any idea how many of those there 
were, not only in Brooklyn but throughout the country ? 

Mr. Srrozet. As I testified this morning, I think there were 30 
architects on the list submitted August 30, 1955, that were not on that 
list of 14. However, they do not all occur in the brochure that was 
submitted to Mr. Mansure before I took office, because that lists only 
the major projects done by the firm of Strobel and Salzman. 

Mr. Frne. Will the gentleman yield for a minute? 

Mr. Keattne. Yes. 

Mr. Fine. I know a thought struck me as I was sitting there and 
Mr. Keating asked these questions, and I think the committee would 
like to know. This brochure which was submitted preliminary to 
Mr. Strobel’s becoming the Commissioner, or consultant, or Com- 
missioner of Public Buildings, contains a list of many clients of his, 

and I notice that among these is the name of Serge Petroff. 

Mr. Srrosex. That is correct. 

Mr. Fine. So actually on July 1, or prior thereto, your department 
was familiar with the fact that Petroff was a client of the Strobel & 
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Sufzman firm. And I am wondering whether or not the entire list 
of his clients, the list that he prepared and is contained in this 
brochure and the list that he finally submitted in August of 1955 
were not in fact similar. 

Mr. Srroset. I could answer this by saying that any names that 
appear to be a client in the brochure will also appear on the list that 
was made up. 

Mr. Frnt. So certainly prior to July 1, 1954, you did advise the 
Department as to the clients you had ? 

Mr. Srroset. Right; in some respects, yes, sir. 

Mr. Frnt. So that all this haggling we have had for a couple of days 
about the list 

Mr. Srroset. All the important jobs. 

The CHatrMan. The gentleman does not mean to imply that the 
submission of a brochure is the same as the submission officially to 
the General Services Administration of a list of clients? 

Mr. Five. I did not suggest that. I merely suggested that the 
names were identical, and they are in the files. 

Mr. Srroseu. I will say that the brochure was submitted for the 
purpose of indicating the type of business we were doing and with 
whom we were doing it. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Strobel, did you inform the GSA that subsequent 
to August 26, 1954, Strobel & Salzman obtained several jobs from 
Serge Petroff ? 

Mr. Srroset. I have testified to that ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. Have you advised the GSA ? 

Mr. Srroseu. I think I testified that I did not believe that I had. 


The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Strobel. 

Thank you, Mr. Mansure. 

Mr. Fine. Will that be received in evidence, Mr. Chairman ? 
The CuatrmMan. Yes. That has been received. 

(The brochure referred to is as follows:) 


PROFESSIONAL RECORD OF STROBEL & SALZMAN, CONSULTING 
ENGINEERS, 70 WEST 40TH STREET, NEW YORK 18, N. Y. 


Scope or Services 


Strobel & Salzman, consulting engineers, are engaged in the fields of civil and 
structural engineering. 

We furnish engineering services for— 

All types of buildings and structures, including commercial, institutional, 
monumental, housing, heavy and light industrial, and manufacturing plants, 

Structures of a special nature, such as stadiums, radio and television 
towers, bridges, storage and material handling facilities, cranes, bulkheads, 
quay walls, retaining walls, and gage metal structures. 

Airports and airport facilities, commercial and military hangars, admin- 
istration buildings, terminals, operational and maintenance hangars, and 
structures of special types. 

We furnish complete or partial engineering services as required— 

Engineering and economic studies, investigations, surveys, preliminary 
plans, estimates, and reports for budget purposes. 

Working drawings, specifications, and estimates for construction. 

Field inspection, supervision, and reports on actual construction. 

The firm is prepared, as it has been in the past, to develop new ideas, whether 
they apply to designing special purpose structures, application and uses of new 
materials, or determining more economical uses and methods for standard 
materials. 
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ORGANIZATION 


The business was started under the individual name of Peter A. Strobel, con- 
sulting engineer, in 1943 and continued until the end of 1944, when it was re- 
organized, and has since operated as a partnership under the name of Strobel & 
Salzman, consulting engineers. 

We pride ourselves in having a flexible and versatile staff of civil engineers 
and engineering technicians, enabling us to function to the best and most eco- 
nomical advantage and interest of our clients on diversified types of projects. 


ENGINEERING REGISTRATIONS 


National Bureau of Engineering registration: 


New York South Carolina 
New Jersey Tilinois 
Pennsylvania Wisconsin 
Ohio Nebraska 
Massachusetts Virginia 
Connecticut Indiana 
Maryland Michigan 


DATA ON PRINCIPALS AND ASSOCIATES 


The following pages summarize the experience of the principals and associates 
of the firm. 


Peter A, STROBEL 


Royal Technical University, Copenhagen, Denmark, master of science in civil 
engineering, 1925 


Member: American Socjety of Civil Engineers, New York State Society of 
Professional Engineers, New York Building Congress, Architectural League of 
New York, Engineers Club of New York, New York Association of Consulting 
Engineers. 

1945-date: Partner, Strobel & Salzman, consulting engineers. 

1948-44: Consulting engineer. 

1942-48: Chief engineer—James Stewart & Co., Inc., engineers and contractors, 
New York, N. Y. Responsible for all civil and structural engineering design for 
many large mills and plants including steel tube mill, airplane turret plant, 
2 airplane assembly plants (1 with complete airfield, hangars, administration 
building and shops), aluminum extrusion plant, aluminum tube mill, steel mill 
(blast furnace, electrical furnaces, rolling mills, ore dock, high lines, ete.). 

1941: Chief structural engineer, Holabird & Root—Moran, Proctor, Freeman & 
Meuser, architect-engineers, for Army airbase, Jamaica, B. W. I. 

1937-40: Chief structural engineer, New York Worlds Fair, 1939, Ine., Flush- 
ing, N. Y. Responsible for production of all engineering construction drawings 
(120 engineers and draftsmen). In charge of the structural design for all build- 
ings and structures planned and built by the fair corporation. As chief struc- 
tural engineer, responsible to the administrative board of the Worlds Fair Build- 
ing Code Authority for conformity to the code of all buildings and structures 
built by foreign and domestic participants and concessionaires. Specified and 
conducted all tests of amusement devices for structural and public safety. 

1933-36: Field inspector and later chief engineer, Reliance Advertising Co., 
New York, N. Y. Responsible for designs, specifications, and installation of 
outdoor advertising displays. 

1926-33: Structural designing engineer with consulting engineers and engi- 
neering firms. 

1925: Structural steel draftsman, American Bridge Co., Pencoyd, Pa. 





JOSEPH SALZMAN 


Technical University, Budapest, Hungary Civil Engineer, 1920 


Member: New York State Society of Professional Engineers, New York Asso- 
ciation of Consulting Engineers. 

1945 to date: Partner, Strobel & Salzman, consulting engineers. 

1942-45: chief structural engineer, Skidmore, Owings & Merrill, architects 
New York, N. Y. and Chicago, Ill. The most important structures were those of 
the Manhattan project, Oak Ridge, Tenn. 
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1988-42: Structural engineer for various architectural, engineering, and con- 
tracting firms. The more important structures were: For Skidmore, Owings & 
Merrill, architects—exhibition buildings for the New York World’s Fair. For 
Lockwood Greene Engineers, Inc.—Turret shop, docks and slips, Navy Yard, 
Brooklyn, N. Y. Chief structural engineer for Shreve, Lamb & Harmon, archi- 
tects—Army Air Base, Newfoundland. Chief structural engineer for James 
Stewart & Co., Inc.—fully integrated steel mill for the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation, Chicago, III. 

1936-37 : Structural engineer, office of Chester Lindsay Churchill, architect, 
Boston, Mass. Liberty Mutual Insurance Company Building, Boston Mass. 

1924-36: Designing engineer, Lockwood Greene Engineers, Inc., New York, 
N. Y. In charge of structural design of commercial and monumental structures 
and large integrated industrial plants, etc. The more important structures were: 
The Daily News Building (plant portion), 222 East 42d Street, New York, N. Y.; 
Christian Science Church, Boston, Mass.—printing plant and exhibition building, 
Cite Universitaire, Paris, France—Student center donated by Mr. John D. Rocke- 
feller, Jr. to the city of Paris. 


AAGE G. BRUuUN 


Royal Technical University, Copenhagen, Denmark, Master of Science in 
Civil Engineering, 1925 


1944 to date: Associate, Stroble & Salzman, consulting engineers. 

1942-44: Designing engineer and squad leader, James Stewart & Co., Ine., 
contractors, Chicago, Ill., and New York, N. Y. Blast furnace and high lines 
for Reconstruction Finance Corporation steel mill, Chicago, Ill. Manufactur- 
ing plant, Grumman Aircraft Engineering Corp., Farmingdale, N. Y., and alumi- 
num extrusion plant for Reconstruction Finance Corporation in Maryland. 

1941-42: Designing engineer, Frederic R. Harris, Inc., consulting engineers, 
New York, N. Y¥. Bayonne drydock, Bayonne, N. J. 

1940-41: Designing engineer, Edwards & Hjorth, consulting engineers, New 
York, N. Y. 

1939: Field supervisor, Vermilya-Brown Co., Inc., contractors, New York, N. Y. 
Mellon Art Gallery, Washington, D. C. 

1938-39: Designing engineer, Skidmore, Owings & Merrill, New York, N. Y. 
New York World’s Fair structures. 

1930-37 : Consulting engineer, Copenhagen, Denmark. Store buildings, schools, 
and apartments in reinforced concrete, and civil, structural, and mechanical 
engineering for several housing projects. 

1926-30 : Designing engineer, office of H. G. Balcom, consulting engineer, New 
York, N. Y. 


WILLIAM R. GOERKE 
School of Egineering, Nienberg, Germany, Civil Engineer, 1923 


Member, Society of American Military Engineers. 

1949 to date: Associate, Strobel & Salzman, consulting engineers. 

1936-48 : Chief engineer, Alexander D. Crosett, consulting engineer, New York, 
N. Y. Listed below are some of the more important projects: 

Department of the Navy: 

Navy yard, Brooklyn, N. Y., saw mill and boat shop. 

Floyd Bennett Field, Brooklyn, N. Y., runways, airfield drainage, and all 
buildings required for a complete naval air-base installation. 

Monrovia, Liberia, ocean pier, breakwater, powerhouses, warehouses, and 
bridges. 

Puerto LaGuaira, Venezuela, ocean pier and large warehouses. 

Department of the Army: 

Stewart Field, West Point, N. Y., a complete Army airport installation, 
including runways, hangars, administration building and utility buildings. 

Defense Plants Corporation: 

For Aluminum Company of America, at Maspeth, N. Y., aluminum processing 
plant. 

For Birdsboro Foundry & Machine Co., at Birdsboro, Pa., annealing, casting 
and forging building, office building and pattern building. 

For the Bullard Co. at Bridgeport, Conn., storage, assembly and foundry build- 
ings, powerhouses, gunshop and crane runways. 

National Lead Co., Tahawus, N. Y., rock crushing and handling plant, titanium 
processing plant and conveyor system. 
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General Cable Corp., Rome, N. Y., rod mill, casting and manufacturing build- 
ings and utilities. 

Columbia University, radio tower at Alpine, N. J. 

Other clients: 

Many apartment houses, 12 stories and higher, many office buildings and 
hotels 25 stories and higher, and many loft, manufacturing and industrial 
buildings. 

1925-836: Designing engineer, Alexander D. Crossett, consulting engineer, 
New York, N. Y. 

1923-25: Structural design, detailing and shop layouts for Bellon Iron Works, 
Arverne, Long Island, N. Y. 


List or Magor Progects BuILt 
INDUSTRIAL PLANTS, MANUFACTURING PLANTS, AND WAREHOUSES 


Client and Project 


Skidmore, Owings & Merrill, architects: Warehouse and processing plant, 
H. J. Heinz Co., Medina, N. Y. 

Skidmore, Owings & Merrill, architects: Processing plant, Casein Company of 
America, Bainbridge, N. Y. 

Skidmore, Owings & Merrill, architects: Warehouse and processing plant, 
H. J. Heinz Co., Chambersburg, Pa. 

Skidmore, Owings & Merrill, architects: Procesing plant, H. J. Heinz Co., 
Tracy, Calif. 

Simon Ackerman, owner: Factory building and showroom, Simon Ackerman, 
Bronx, N. Y. 

Shreve, Lamb & Harmon, architects: Manufacturing plant and laboratory, 
Ortho Pharmaceutical Co., Bridgewater Township, N. J. 

Luria Engineering Co.: Fertilizer plant, Naco Fertilizer Co., Charleston, S. C. 

Irwin 8. Chanin, architect: Factory building, Bendix Aviation Corp., Stratford, 
Conn. 

Thompson & Barnum, architects: Milk of magnesia manufacturing plant 
and warehouse, Chas. H. Phillips Co., Gulfport, Miss. 

Lathrop Douglass, architect: Manufacturing plant, A. G. Spalding & Bros., 
Inc., Willimansett, Mass. 

Shreve, Lamb & Harmon Associates, architects: West wing extension, cafe- 
teria extension, library, auditorium, tower, model shop, tube assembly plant 
extension, garage and maintenance building and east wing extension, Radio 
Corporation of America, Princeton, N. J. 

Irwin S. Chanin, architect: Manufacturing plant, Karp Metal Products Corp., 
3rooklyn, N. Y. 

Irwin 8S. Chanin, architect: Manufacturing plant, office building and power- 
house, Manning, Maxwell & Moore, Inc., Stratford, Conn. 

Luria Engineering Co.: Manufacturing plant, Kendrick Brick & Tile Co., 
Charlotte, N. C. 

Luria Engineering Co.: Steel fabricating plant, Luria Engineering Co., Beth- 
lehem, Pa. 

John W. Ryan Construction Co., Ine., builders: Plant addition, Personal 
Products Corp., Milltown, N. J. 

Luria Engineering Co.: Manufacturing plant, the Fish Meal Co., Cameron, 
La. 

John W. Harris Associates, Inc., builders: Manufacturing plant and connect- 
ing bridge, Peter Cailler Kohler Swiss Chocolate Co., Fulton, N. Y. 

John W. Ryan Construction Co., Inc., builders: Manufacturing plant, lab- 
oratory, warehouse and office building, Ciba Pharmaceutical Products, Inc., 
Summit, N. J. 

Office of the Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army: General purpose 
warehouses, flammable materials warehouses and open warehouses—43 sets of 
standard working drawings and specifications, including 27 warehouses, 11 
heating plants and 5 schematic sets for varying types, sizes and roof con- 
structions, each building designed for 20, 30, 40 pound live loads and seismic 
loads, and — 20°, 0°, +20° heating zones. 

Fordyce & Hamby, architects: Manufacturing plant, Fairchild Aircraft & 
Engine Corp., Islip, N. Y. 
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Fordyce & Hamby, architects: Expansion of plant, including airplane assembly 
plant, manufacturing plant and hangar extension, Fairchild Aircraft & Engine 
Corp, Hagerstown, Md. 

Fordyce & Hamby, architects: Branch building and sausage factory—Armour 
& Co., Waterbury, Conn. (for Raymond Loewy Assocates, designers) 

Fordyce & Hamby, architects: Refrigerated warehouse, branch house and 
manufacturing plant, Armour & Co., Boston, Mass. (for Raymond Loewy Asso- 
ciates, designers) 

Johnson & Johnson, owners: Extension to shipping center, Johnson & Johnson, 
Metuchen, N. J. 

Fordyce & Hamby, architects: Distributing plant, Anheuser-Busch, Brooklyn, 
Bk: 

Fordyce & Hamby, architects: Manufacturing plant, Fairchild Aircraft & 
Engine Corp., Mineola, N. Y. 

Serge P. Petroff, architect: Manufacturing plant, United States Envelope 
Co., Metuchen, N. J. 

MATERIAL HANDLING FACILITIES 


R. T. Vanderbilt Co., Inc., owners: Tale mining and processing plant, including 
bulk material handling and storage facilities, Gouverneur Tale Co., Balmat, N. Y. 

Moran, Proctor, Mueser & Rutledge, engineers: Ore conveyor, Bethlehem 
Chile Iron Co., Guayacan Bay, Coquimbo, Chile. 

Moran, Proctor, Mueser & Rutledge, engineers: Bauxite loading dock, Alu- 
minum Co. of America, Surinam, Dutch Guiana. 

Omar Inc., owners: Flour bulk storage facilities, Omar Bakery, Indianapolis, 
Ind. 

McLouth Steel Corp., owners: Ore yard, McLouth Steel Corp., Trenton, Mich. 

Omar Inc., owners: Conveyor bridge, shipping building and office entrance, 
Omar Bakery, Milwaukee, Wis. 


CEMENT PLANTS 


F. L. Smidth & Co., cement plant engineers: Pack house extension, Puerto Rico 
Cement Corp., San Juan, P. R. 

F. L. Smidth & Co., cement plant engineers: Kiln and clinker mill, Olympic 
Portland Cement Co., Bellingham, Wash. 

F. L. Smidth & Co., cement plant engineers: Crusher building, conveyor 
bridges, rock storage building, raw mill building, correcting tanks and clay 
storage tanks, St. Mary’s Cement Co., St. Mary’s, Ontario, Canada. 

F. L. Smidth & Co., cement plant engineers: Storage building, slurry tanks, 
correcting tanks and conveyors, Lehigh Portland Cement Co., Bunnell, Fla. 

Riverside Cement Co., owners: Raw mill bin, raw mill building and finish mill 
building, Oro Grande plant extension, Riverside, Calif. 


POWER PLANTS 


Guy B. Panero, mechanical engineer: Complete alteration of Capitol Power 
Plant, including new 5,500-foot service tunnel, Washington, D. C. 

Guy B. Panero, mechanical engineer: Power plant, Limestone Air Force Base, 
Limestone, Maine. 

Guy B. Panero, mechanical engineer: Boiler house, Portsmouth Air Force 
Base, Portsmouth, N. H. 


ARMORIES 


Reisner & Urbahn, architects: 10-unit Organized Reserve Corps Armory, Fort 
Hamilton, Brooklyn, N. Y. (for New York district, Department of the Army). 
Reisner & Urbahn, architects: Organized Reserve Corps Armories, 16 sets 
of standard drawings of armories varying in size from 400 men to 2,000 men, 
with and without basements (for Office of the Chief of Engineers, Department 
of the Army). 
HANGARS 


Westchester County Department of Public Works: Operation and Maintenance 
Hangar, Westchester County Airport, White Plains, N. Y. 

Luria Engineering Co.: Maintenance hangars and administration buildings, 
Ankara and Yesilkoy Airports, Turkey (for Turkish Ministry of Public Works). 

Argentine Ministry of Aeronautics: 50 portable hangars, 140-foot, 160-foot and 
200-foot spans, Argentine, South America. 
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Luria Engineering Co.: Maintenance hangar, Springfield, Ill. (for Springfield 
Airport Authority). 

Luria Engineering Co.: Three maintenance hangars, Venezuela (for Vene- 
zuelan Ministry of Public Works). 

Luria Engineering Co.: Maintenance hangar, Pan American Airways, London, 
England. 

Luria Engineering Co.: Hangar, Alton, Ill. (for Civil Memorial Airport 
Authority). 

Luria Engineering Co.: Three maintenance hangars, Northwest Airlines, Inc., 
St. Paul, Minn. 

Micthell Mobilhangar Corp.: Mitchell Mobilhangar, Marine Corps Air Station, 
Cherry Point, N. C. 

Luria Engineering Co.: Maintenance hangars, Bechtel International Corp., 
Saudi Arabia. 

Luria Engineering Co., Wing dock for B-36 aircraft, standard drawings (for 
the Department of the Air Force). 

Office of the Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army: Alert hangar for jet 
fighters, standard drawings and specifications. 

Luria Engineering Co., Alert hangars, Wold Chamberlain Air Force Base, 
Minneapolis, Minn., Langley Field Air Force Base, Va., and Wheelus Air Force 
Base, Tripoli, Libya. 

Office of the Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army: Readiness and 
maintenance hangars, with shops, standard drawings and specifications. 

Office of the Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army: Multipurpose wing 
hangars, 20- and 74-pound wind loads, 30- and 40-pound live loads, standard 
drawings and specifications. 































RAILROAD STATIONS 







Raymond Loewy Associates, designers: Passenger station, Norfolk & Western 


Railroad, Roanoke, Va. 
Raymond Loewy Associates, designers: Curtis Park Station, Pennsylvania 


Railroad, Philadelphia, Pa. 







GARAGES 









Irwin S. Chanin, architect: United States Post Office Garage, New York, N. Y. 
Edwards & Stoye, architects: New York State National Guard motor vehicle 
storage building, Bay Shore, N. Y. (for New York State Department of Public 


Works). 






COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS 










Reisner & Urbahn, architects: Automobile showroom, service station, and 
garage, Barton Motors, Inc., Stamford, Conn. 

Omar Inc., owners: Over 35 branch buildings throughout the Middle West for 
distribution of baked goods, storage and maintenance of delivery trucks, Omar 
Inc., Omaha, Nebr. 

William H. Fuhrer, architect: Milk Station, Waddington Milk Co., Maspeth, 
nN. o: 

Shreve, Lamb & Harmon Associates, architects: Records building, American 
Guernsey Cattle Club, Peterborough, Vt. 











SHOPPING CENTERS 






Alfons Bach, designer: Ridgeway Shopping Center, Stamford, Conn. 
Lathrop Douglass, architect: North Shore Mart, Great Neck, N. Y. 

Fordyce & Hamby, architects: Westgate Shopping Center, Fairview, Ohio 
(for Raymond Loewy Associates, designers). 









DEPARTMENT STORES 






Shreve, Lamb & Harmon, architects: Best’s Department Store, Fifth Avenue, 
New York, N. Y. : ; 
J. Gordon Carr, architect: C. & A. Brenninkmeyer Department Store, Fifth 


Avenue, New York, N. Y. 
Raymond Loewy Associates, designers: Ragland Department Store alteration, 
Kingsville, Tex. 
Fordyce & Hamby, architects: Halle Department Store, Fairview, Ohio. 
Fordyce & Hamby, architects: Lord & Taylor Department Store, Philadelphia, 
Pa. (for Raymond Loewy Associates, designers). 
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OFFICE BUILDINGS 





Shreve, Lamb & Harmon, architects, Office building, printing plant, and paper 
storage, New York Times, New York, N. Y. 

Lathrop Douglass, architect: Esso Office Building, Baton Rouge, La. 

Reisner & Urbahn, architects: Herkimer County Office Building, Herkimer, 
Ny... ae 

Industrial Tape Corp., owners: Addition to Industrial Tape Corp., Office Build- 
ing, New Brunswick, N. J. 

Emery Roth, architect: Office building alteration, 430 Park Avenue, New York, 
N. Y. 

Fordyce & Hamby, architects: Corporate Office Building, Fairchild Aircraft & 
Engine Corp., Hagerstown, Md. 

Emery Roth, architect: Office building alteration, 100 Wall Street, New 
York, N. Y. 
HOSPITALS 





Shreve, Lamb & Harmon, architects: Children’s group, Marey State Hospital, 
Marcy, N. Y. (for New York State Department of Mental Hygiene). 
Louis Allen Abramson, architect: Medical and surgical buildings, Central Islip 
State Hospital, Islip, N. Y. (for New York State Department of Mental Hygiene). 
Eggers & Higgins, architects: Extension to Merey Hospital, Rockville Center, 
N. Y. 
LABORATORIES AND RESEARCH CENTERS 


Skidmore, Owings & Merrill, architects: Foundation and building for 3 
billion electron-volt vosmotron, Brookhaven National Laboratories, Upton, N. Y. 

John W. Ryan Construction Co., Inc., builders: Research laboratory, Adminis- 
tration building and animal laboratory, Johnson & Johnson Research Center, 
Milltown, N. J. 

Skidmore, Owings & Merrill, architects: Research laboratory, Lever Brothers 
Co., Edgewater, N. J. 

Lathrop Douglass, architect: Metallurgical laboratories, Ledoux & Co., Tea- 
neck, N. J. 

John W. Ryan Construction Co., Inc., builders: Vivarium, Ciba Pharma- 
ceutical Products, Inc., Summit, N. J. 



































COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY BUILDINGS 





Skidmore, Owings & Merrill, architects: Nuclear physics laboratory and accel- 
erator building, Cornell University, Ithaca, N. Y. 

Reisner & Urbahn, architects: Industrial and technical building, home eco- 
nomics building, administration and class room building, auditorium, gym- 
nasium, and swimming pool, dormitories and boiler house, Long Island Agri- 
cultural and Technical Institute, Farmingdale, N. Y. (for New York State De- 
partment of Public Works). 

Shreve, Lamb & Harmon, architects: Infirmary, Connecticut College, New 
London, Conn. 

Magoon & Salo, architects: Addition to cadet library, United States Military 
Academy, West Point, N. Y. 

Kelly & Gruzen, architects: Albert Einstein College of Medicine, Yeshiva Uni- 
versity, Bronx, N. Y. 














SCHOOLS 





Robert J. Reiley, architect: Junior High School No. 117, Brooklyn, N. Y. (for 
New York City Board of Education). 

Shreve, Lamb & Harmon, architects: Junior High School No. 71, Brooklyn, 
N. Y. (for New York City Board of Education). 

Ira H. Davey, architect: Wood-Ridge School, Wood-Ridge, N. J. 

Reisner & Urbahn, architects: Red Hook School, Red Hook, N. J. 

Reisner & Urbahn, architects: Extension to Public School No. 15, New York, 
N. Y. (for New York City Board of Education). 





APARTMENTS AND HOUSING 


Skidmore, Owings & Merrill, architects: Sedgwick Houses, 7 units of 14 and 15 
stories, Bronx, N. Y. (for New York City Housing Authority). 

Emery Roth, architect: Apartment house, 12 stories, 26 East 37th Street, New 
York, N. Y. 
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Emery Roth, architect: Apartment house, 18 stories, 88d Street and East End 
Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

Reisner & Urbahn, architects: Soundview Houses, 13 units of 7 and 8 stories, 
Bronx, N. Y. (for New York City Housing Authority). 


CHURCHES 


Bernard W. Guenther, architect: Chinese Luthern Church, New York, N. Y. 

Hugh A. Simpson, architect: First Baptist Church, Hempstead, N. Y. 

Martin Hedmark, architect: Bethany Evangelical Luthern Church, Jersey 
City, N. J. 

Magoon & Salo, architects: Ocean Avenue Baptist Church, Jersey City, N. J. 

Maurice Salo, architect : Castleton Hill Moravian Church,, Staten Island, N. Y. 


RECREATION CENTERS 


Skidmore, Owings & Merrill, architects: Swimming pool and bleachers, Jacob 
Riis Park, Rockaway Point, N. Y. (for New York Department of Parks). 

Brown, Lawford & Forbes, architects: Recreation center and swimming pools, 
St. Mary’s Park, Bronx, N. Y. (for New York Department of Parks). 

Skidmore, Owings & Merrill, architects: Recreation center, Col. Charles Young 
Playground, Manhattan, N. Y. (for New York Department of Parks). 

Skidmore, Owings & Merrill, architects: Recreation center, St. John’s Park, 
Brooklyn, N. Y. (for New York Department of Parks). 

Reinhard, Hofmeister & Walquist, architects: Bath house, cafeteria, and main- 
tenance building, Canarsie Beach Park, Brooklyn, N. Y. (for New York Depart- 
ment of Parks). 

SPECIAL STRUCTURES 


James Stewart & Co., builders: Stadium, Aquinas College, Rochester, N. Y. 

Luria Engineering Co.: Two transit sheds, Port Newark, N. J. (for Port of New 
York Authority). 

Lester C. Tichy, architect: Ferry terminal, Kiptopeke Beach, Va. 

Reisner & Urbahn, architects: Army transmitting station, Woodbridge, Va. (for 
Department of the Army, Washington District). 

Brown, Lawford & Forbes, architects: Museum, Staten Island Institute of Arts 
and Sciences, St. George, Staten Island, N. Y. 

New York City Department of Public Works: Complete interior alteration and 
extension of Department of Sanitation’s 73d Street incinerator plant, includ- 
ing 3 incinerators, garage, truck laundry, locker rooms, and offices, New 
York, N. Y. 

Thompson & Barnum, architects: Restoration of Stoa of Attalos, Athens, 
Greece. 

PROJECTS OF A SPECIAL NATURE 


The following résumé of work of a special nature done for the armed services 
of the United States and others gives an indication of the capacity and ability 
of the Strobel & Salzman organization to perform when the problems are new 
and unusual and when ingenuity, technical know-how, and sound judgment are 
required : « 

Peter A. Strobel invented, designed, detailed, supervised erection of test model 
in field, packaged for air transportation and wrote War Department Technical 
Manual TM5-9728 for 130- by 160-foot portable airplane hangar, catenary type, 
canvas cover. 

Peter A. Strobel designed, detailed, supervised erection and tests in field for 
130 by 160-foot portable airplane hanger, structural steel with steel cover, fiber 
glass doors. Also developed complete packaging used by all prime contractors for 
this B—17 bomber hangar. 

Peter A. Strobel designed, detailed, supervised erection and tests in field (see 
Engineering News-Record, October 16, 1947) for 160- by 200-foot portable air- 
plane hangar, structural steel, steel roof, doors (for B-29 bombers). Wrote 
War Department Technical Manual TM5—9621 and developed complete packag- 
ing used by prime contractors. A method was developed for erecting the main 
194-foot span arches, 50 foot high (without the use of standard powered erec- 
tion equipment) by using a rolling tower with winches assembled from struc- 
tural framing members of the hangar. 
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Consultant to one of the prime contractors who furnished prefabricated port- 
able buildings, N. P. Ward steel (angle frame), tropical, according to War De- 
partment Technical Manual TM5-9611. Developed packaging for all prime 
contractors. 

Designed and tested manually operated winches of 2-, 4-, and 6-ton capacities 
for the Corps of Engineers. 

Designed, detailed, and supervised erection and tests in field of 20- by 48-foot 
prefabricated Army barracks, insulated, for Corps of Engineers. 

Designed and developed a series of industrial standard buildings of the rigid 
frame type, with clear spans from 20 to 120 foot, in 10-foot increments, varying 
in height, for several roof and wind loads, to conform with building codes 
anywhere in the United States. This was for Luria Engineering Co., an organ- 
ization operating nationally and internationally, which has sold these structures 
throughout the world. 

Designed, detailed, inspected fabrication and wrote erection manual for 23- by 
45-foot all-aluminum buildings (125), for the Ministry of Aeronautics, Argentine, 
South America. 

Peter A. Strobel and Joseph Salzman were members of the John W. Harris 
Associates Committee reporting to the Atomic Energy Commission on economy 
in planning and construction of new Atomic Energy Commission projects (1951). 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Moody, would you step forward, please? 

Mr. Kratine. May I inquire of the chairman at this point: Are you 
going to put in the Comptroller’s report ? 

Mr. Ross. Mr. Chairman, we still have the two witnesses I spoke of. 

The CHarrman. Yes. Mr. Moody’s testimony will only take a 
very short time. 

Mr. Ross. Yes. 

The CHatrman. The Chair addressed a communication to the 
Comptroller General of the United States sometime in September. I 
have sent for the original communication which I sent to the Comp- 
troller, but I will read first the answer I received, in the interests of 
saving time: 

SEPTEMBER 27, 1955. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives. 

Drar Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your letter of September 19, 1955, 
acknowledged September 20, requesting our opinion as to the propriety, from a 
public policy standpoint, of certain activities and interests of a Government 
official. 

You state that the official involved is the sole owner of a private engineering 
firm— 


At the time I wrote that communication, parenthetically I state, I 
was under the impression that Mr. Strobel was the sole owner of 
Strobel & Salzman. Since writing the letter, we have information to 
the contrary, and that he is not the sole owner, but is owner in part 
with Mr. Salzman. 


You state that the official involved is the sole owner of a private engineering 
firm which has or had two contracts with an agency of the Government other 
than the one which employs the owner. One contract apparently had been 
completed prior to the owner’s employment by the Government, but claims against 
the Government for additional compensation under the contract were still pending 
and the owner after becoming a Government employee has had a number of 
meetings with the Government contracting officers for the purpose of pressing 
these claims. The other contract was signed by the firm in question about 1 
month after the owner’s Government employment began, although negotiations 
by the owner to secure the contract had begun over a year before. The owner 
did not directly supervise work under this contract, but he did receive the firm’s 
profits therefrom. 

As you state in your letter, there is no general statutory prohibition which 
prevents officers or employees in the executive branch from contracting directly 
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with the Government in matters entirely separate from their official duties. 
(See 14 Ops. Atty. Gen. 482; 24 id. 557. Cf. Ingalls vy. Perkins (1928), 33 N. M. 
269, 263 Pac. 761.) 


Those are citations of cases which I cited. 


Regardless of statute, however, contracts between the Government and its 
employees have been considered subject to criticism from a public policy stand- 
point on grounds of possible favoritism and preferential treatment, and for this 
reason the General Accounting Office has often expressed the view that such 
contracts should not be made except for cogent reasons (5 Comp. Gen. 93; 
14 id. 403 ; 21 id. 705; 25 id. 690; 27 id. 735). 

In the present case, 1 of the 2 contracts had been executed and the other 
had been under negotiation for a year, prior to employment of the firm’s owner by 
the Government. These facts appear sufficient to dispel any inference of 
favoritism or preferential treatment in the award of the contracts. Conse- 
quently, on the basis of the facts outlined in your letter, we do not believe the 
activities of the Government official here in question can be said to be illegal as 
contrary to public policy. 

There are, of course, a number of prohibitory statutes dealing with Govern- 
ment officials and Government contracts which are designed to prevent influence 
peddling and conflicts between the self-interest of the employee and the interests 
of the Government. Section 99, title 5, of the United States Code prohibits 
employees of the Government from acting as agents for or aiding in the prosecu- 
tion of claims against the Government. Sections 281 and 283, title 18, United 
States Code, also prohibits such activities under penalty of fine and imprison- 
ment. These statutes, however, are directed against influence peddling or the 
improper use of knowledge gained in an official capacity. They do not prohibit 
dealings between the Government and its employees as principals in their own 
behalf, provided, of course, there is no conflict of interest between the employee’s 
position as contractor and his official position. Section 434, title 18, United 
States Code, prohibits any Government official or employee from transacting 
business in his official capacity with any firm if he has a direct or indirect interest 
in the firm or its contracts. The facts presented here do not indicate that there 
was any violation of these statutes. 

That is not to say that activities of the character described are not subject 
to regulation or proscription by the department or agency by which the official 
involved is employed. The head of any executive department or agency within 
the Government has the power to prescribe such rules and regulations governing 
the conduct of private business affairs by his subordinates as he may determine 
(40 Ops. Atty. Gen. 187). Since the employing agency is not identified in your 
letter of Septeber 19, 1955, our answer to your inquiry is without regard to any 
departmental regulations which may be applicable to the matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) Frank H. Wetrzet, 
Acting Comptroller General of the United States. 


Mr. Kratine. Now, have you got your letter of inquiry? 
The CHarRMAN. My letter of inquiry is as follows: 


SEPTEMBER 19, 1955. 
Mr. FRANK H. WEITZEL, 
Assistant Comptroller General of the United States, 
General Accounting Office, Washington 25, D. C. 
(Attention: Mr. Owen Kane.) 

Dear Mr. WetrzeEL: The House Judiciary Antitrust Subcommittee understands 
that your Office has ruled in several cases that it is generally inappropriate as a 
matter of publie policy for the Government to do business with its employees 
although there are no legal prohibitions specifically applicable. With these 
considerations in mind the attention of our subcommittee has been directed to 
the following situation : 

A full-time Government official is the sole owner of a private engineering firm 
over which he has continued to exercise overall supervision and direction. About 
a year before assuming his Government position, this person started negotiating 
on behalf of his firm with a Government agency to perform engineering services 
on a construction project which that agency contemplated undertaking. This 
agency is not the one which employs this individual although both agencies are 
engaged in construction, procurement work. 
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The contract for engineering services was signed by the person’s firm about 1 
month after he became connected with the Government. Although this person 
did not directly supervise the engineering work on the Government contract, he 
did receive the firm’s profits from the contract. Furthermore, while a Govern- 
ment official he has had a number of meetings with Government contracting 
officers for the purpose of obtaining additional compensation under a previous 
contract held by this firm with the same contracting agency. 

I would appreciate very much receiving an opinion from you as to the pro- 
priety of these activities of the Government official involved from a public 
policy standpoint. It would be of considerable assistance to our subcommittee if 
your opinion could be furnished to us on or before Tuesday, September 27. 

Sincerely yours, 
EMANUEL CELLER, Chairman. 


Now, I want to repeat that whole suppositious case was predicated 
on the fact that the individual mentioned was the sole owner of the 
firm mentioned. 

Mr. Fine. Just from the point of view of a law statement, Mr. 
Chairman, I do not think you draw a distinction between a partner- 
ship and a sole ownership as you might between a partnership or a 
sole ownership and a corpor ation. I think that the opinion will prob- 
ably hold just as much if there were a partnership, but it probably 
would not hold if there were a corporation. 

The Cuarman. I may respectfully differ with the gentleman, but 
these two communications will be placed in the record. 

(The letters referred to are as follows:) 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 25, September 27, 1955. 
Hon, EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your letter of September 19, 
1955, acknowledged September 20, requesting our opinion as to the propriety, from 
a public-policy standpoint, of certain activities and interests of a Government 
official. 

You state that the official involved is the sole owner of a private engineering 
firm which has or had two contracts with an agency of the Government other than 
the one which employs the owner. One contract apparently had been completed 
prior to the owner’s employment by the Government, but claims against the Gov- 
ernment for additional compensation under the contract were still pending 
and the owner after becoming a Government employee has had a number of 
meetings with the Government contracting officers for the purpose of pressing 
these claims. The other contract was signed by the firm in question about 1 
month after the owner’s Government employment began, although negotiations 
by the owner to secure the contract had begun over a year before. The owner 
did not directly supervise work under this contract, but he did receive the firm’s 
profits therefrom. 

As you state in your letter, there is no general statutory prohibition which 
prevents officers or employees in the executive branch from contracting directly 
with the Government in matters entirely separate from their official duties. 
(See 14 Ops. Atty. Gen. 482; 24 id. 557. Cf. Ingalls v. Perkins (1928), 33 N. M. 
269, 263 Pac. 761). Regardless of statute, however, contracts between the 
Government and its employees have been considered subject to criticism from 
a public policy standpoint on grounds of possible favoritism and preferential 
treatment, and for this reason the General Accounting Office has often expressed 
the view that such contracts should not be made except for cogent reasons 
(5 Comp. Gen. 93; 14 id. 403 ; 21 id. 705; 25 id. 690; 27 id. 735). 

In the present case, one of the two contracts had been executed and the other 
had been under negotiation for a year prior to employment of the firm’s owner 
by the Government. These facts appear sufficient to dispel any inference of 
favoritism or preferential treatment in the award of the contracts. Conse- 
quently, on the basis of the facts outlined in your letter, we do not believe the 
activities of the Government official here in question can be said to be illegal 
as contrary to public policy. 
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There are, of course, a number of prohibitory statutes dealing with Govern- 
ment officials and Government contracts which are designed to prevent influence 
peddling and conflicts between the self-interest of the employee and the interests 
of the Government. Section 99, title 5, of the United States Code prohibits em- 
ployees of the Government from acting as agents for or aiding in the prosecu- 
tion of claims against the Government. Sections 281 and 283, title 18, United 
States Code, also prohibits such activities under penalty of fine and imprison- 
ment. These statutes, however, are directed against influence peddling or the 
improper use of knowledge gained in an official capacity. They do not prohibit 
dealings between the Government and its employees as principals in their own 
behalf, provided, of course, there is no conflict of interest between the employee’s 
position as contractor and his official position. Section 434, title 18, United 
States Code, prohibits any Government official or employee from transacting 
business in his official capacity with any firm if he has a direct or indirect in- 
terest in the firm or its contracts. The facts presented here do not indicate 
that there was any violation of these statutes. 

That is not to say that activities of the character described are not subject 
to regulation or proscription by the department or agency by which the official 
involved is employed. The head of any executive department or agency within 
the Government has the power to prescribe such rules and regulations govern- 
ing the conduct of private business affairs by his subordinates as he may deter- 
mine (40 Ops. Atty. Gen. 187). Since the employing agency is not identified in 
your letter of September 19, 1955, our answer to your inquiry is without regard 
to any departmental regulations which may be applicable to the matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK H. WEITZEL, 
Acting Comptroller General of the United States. 





SEPTEMBER 19, 1955. 


Mr. FRANK H. WE!IrTZEt, 
Assistant Comptroller General of the United States, 
General Accounting Office, Washington 25, D. C. 
(Attention: Mr. Owen Kane.) 

DeAR Mr. WeitrzeL: The House Judiciary Antitrust Subcommittee understands 
that your office has ruled in several cases that it is generally inappropriate as a 
matter of public policy for the Government to do business with its employees 
although there are no legal prohibitions specifically applicable. With these con- 
siderations in mind the attention of our subcommittee has been directed to the 
following situation: 

A full-time Government official is the sole owner of a private engineering firm 
over which he has continued to exercise overall supervision and direction. About 
a year before assuming his Government position, this person started negotiating 
on behalf of his firm with a Government agency to perform engineering services 
on a construction project which that agency contemplated undertaking. This 
agency is not the one which employs this individual although both agencies are 
engaged in construction, procurement work. 

The contract for engineering services was signed by the person’s firm about 1 
month after he became connected with the Government. Although this person 
did not directly supervise the engineering work on the Government contract, he 
did receive the firm’s profits from the contract. Furthermore, while a Govern- 
ment official he has had a number of meetings with Government contracting 
officers for the purpose of obtaining additional compensation under a previous 
contract held by this firm with the same contracting agency. 

I would appreciate very much receiving an opinion from you as to the propriety 
of these activities of the Government official involved from a public policy stand- 
point. It would be of considerable assistance to our subcommittee if your opinion 
could be furnished to us on or before Tuesday, September 27. 


Sincerely yours, 
EMANUEL CELLER, Chairman. 


The Cuatrman. Mr. Moody, will you raise your right hand, please ? 
Do you solemnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth and nothing 


but the truth, so help you God? 
Mr. Moony. I do. 
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TESTIMONY OF JOE E. MOODY, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL, 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


The CuarrMaNn. Just state to the stenographer your name and your 
Government position. 

Mr. Moopy. My name is Joe E. Moody. I am an Assistant General 
Counsel of General Services Administration. 

Mr. Materz. Mr. Moody, you occupy a position with the Public 
Buildings Service ? 

Mr. Moopy. No, sir. I am an Assistant General Counsel of General 
Services Administration. 

Mr. Materz. Are you assigned to—— 

Mr. Moopy. I furnish legal services to the Public Buildings Service. 

Mr. Maerz. Could your position be characterized as that of coun- 
sel to the Public Buildings Service? 

Mr. Moopy. I think it could be, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, Mr. Moody, there came a time, did there not, 
when Administrator Mansure instructed you to review the GSA Com- 
pliance file of Mr. Strobel together with his personnel file? 

Mr. Moopy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Materz. And can you tell us approximately when you got this 
request ? 

Mr. Moopy. I got it on August 26, 1955. 

Mr. Materz. Do you know the reason for this request? 

Mr. Moopy. I was advised by the General Counsel and later by 
the Administrator that he had received information that there was to 
be some press publication regarding Mr. Strobel. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you carry out Mr. Mansure’s instructions, and 
review the files in the Office of Compliance and in the Office of Man- 
agement relating to Mr. Strobel? 

Mr. Moopy. I did. 

Mr. Materz. I show you a document dated December 20, 1954, and 
ask you if you can identify it ? 

Mr. Moopy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. Would you tell us what that document is? 

Mr. Moopy. It appears to me to be a copy of a memorandum con- 
tained in the Compliance Division files stating certain facts received 
by special agent from a representative of the Public Buildings Service. 

Mr. Materz. Did you see the original of that document in the Com- 
pliance files? 

Mr. Moopy. I did, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. Would you read that memorandum? 

Mr. Moopy. This is a memorandum addressed to Baron I. Shack- 
lette, dated December 20, 1954. 

Mr. Keating. Addressed to whom? 

Mr. Moony. B. I. Shacklette—excuse me—Director of Compliance. 

Mr. Keattne. And signed by whom ? 

Mr. Moopy. Ralph Given, special agent. The subject is, “Stand- 
ards of Conduct, Peter Strobel, Commissioner, PBS.” 

I will read the memo: 

Mr. John E. Strawser, Administrative Officer, PBS, called the writer on the 


phone today and advised that Mr. Peter Strobel, Commissioner, PBS, had 
stated that he would not sign Standard Form 1179: Standards of Conduct. 
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The writer inquired as to whether or not Mr. Strobel gave any reason as to 
why he would not sign the form and Mr. Strawser replied that he gave no 
reason. 

Mr. Roprno (presiding). What was the date of that memorandum? 

Mr. Moopy. December 20, 1954. 

Mr. Materz. It is correct, is it not, that Mr. Strobel did sign the 
form about a week later? 

Mr. Moopy. On December 27. 

Mr. Maerz. On December 27 ? 

Mr. Moopy. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Chairman, I ask that this memorandum, dated 
December 20, from Mr. Given to Mr. Shacklette be received in evidence. 

Mr. Rovino. It will be received. 

(The memorandum referred to is as follows :) 

DECEMBER 20, 1954. 
To: B. I. Shacklette, Director of Compliance. 
From: Ralph Given, Special Agent. 
Subject: Standards of Conduct, Peter Strobel, Commissioner, PBS. 

Mr. John E. Strawser, Administrative Officer, PBS, called the writer on the 
phone today and advised that Mr. Peter Strobel, Commissioner, PBS, had stated 
that he would not sign Standard Form 1179—Standards of Conduct. 

The writer inquired as to whether or not Mr. Strobel gave any reason as to 
why he would not sign the form and Mr. Strawser replied that he gave no 
reason, 

Mr. Materz. Now, did you have several discussions with Mr. Stro- 
bel about the extent of his business relationships with Strobel & Salz- 
man ? 

Mr. Moopy. I am unable to remember at this point, Mr. Maletz, 
whether I had several discussions or one. I had at least one discus- 
sion with Mr. Strobel. 

Mr. Maerz. And you had one discussion on September 13, 1955, 
at which I was present; did you not? 

Mr. Moopy. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, did Mr. Strobel ever tell you that ordinarily 
no new business would be undertaken by Strobel & Salzman unless Mr. 
Strobel’s concurrence was first obtained ? 

Mr. Moopy. That is my recollection of the substance of what he told 
you and me at the September 13 meeting. I don’t know if those 
were his words. 

Mr. Marrrz. Did you at any time ever tell Mr. Strobel that he 
should not participate in any contract matters which Strobel & Salz- 
man had with the Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Keating. Would you read that question, please ? 

Mr. Matretz. Would you repeat the question ? 

(The question was read.) 

Mr. Moopy. My recollection in regard to what I told Mr. Strobel is 
set forth in the memorandum from me that you have previously intro- 
duced into the record. It is substantially that, I believe, sir. 

Mr. Materz. And what is your recollection ? 

Mr. Moopy. We advised Mr. Strobel that he should not personally 
participate in any negotiations with the Corps of Engineers or other 
Government agency to secure contract work or otherwise in behalf of 
the firm of Strobel & Salzman, and we stressed the importance of it. 

Mr. Materz. I think your memorandum indicates, does it not, that 
you had at least one discussion with Mr. Strobel the latter part of 


5 
¢ 
4 
a 

e 


Ae 





CONFLICT OF INTEREST 243 


1954? I wonder if you could summarize in your own words just what 
the problem was. 

Mr. Moopy. Certainly. Mr. Strobel had consulted with Mr. Elliott 
and myself about a question that had come up in his mind, as far as I 
know, or knew at that point, as to whether he was a “resident com- 
missioner” within the meaning of that term as it was used in article 
X of a contract he then held with the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Maerz. And what contract are you talking about now, Mr. 
Moody ? 

Mr. Moony. That is the contract that is identified as contract No. 
DA-49-129-Eng-305. At that point, Mr. Strobel, according to my 
recollection, had received a letter of August 4, I believe was the date, 
from the Corps of Engineers regarding his financial interest in the 
firm of Strobel & Salzman. 

Mr. Materz. And did the letter from the Corps of Engineers in- 
quire as to whether Mr. Strobel would disassociate himself from his 
firm’s profits in that Corps of Engineers contract ? 

Mr. Moopy. Yes, it did. 

Mr. Maerz. I see. Now, did Mr. Strobel request you to take any 
action concerning this matter ? 

Mr. Moopy. As a result of our discussions, it was suggested by us 
that Mr. Strobel prepare a statement setting forth in full detail his 
relationships with the firm and his contractual relationships with 
the Corps of Engineers, and, after some subsequent discussions, he 
asked me, as I recollected, that I prepare a draft of a proposed state- 
ment for him to use in preparing that statement. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you know whether Mr. Strobel did send this state- 
ment to the Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Moopy. Mr. Strobel informed me that he did not. 

Mr. Materz. Did he indicate why he did not send that statement to 
the Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Moopy. According to my recollection, when the question came 
up, he stated that he had decided to handle the matter in some other 
way. 

Mr. Materz. Did he indicate what the other way was? 

Mr. Moopy. No; he did not. 

Mr. Maerz. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. Moopy. No; he did not. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, did you or Mr. Elliott give Mr. Strobel a draft 
of a letter in answer to the Corps of Engineers’ letter of August 4? 

Mr. Moopy. No, sir. I gave him a statement, a draft of a state- 
ment which I had drafted for his use in preparing a letter. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, your memorandum indicates that Mr. Strobel 
informed you and Mr. Elliott that he had made a complete disclosure 
of the situation to administration officials prior to his appointment. 
Do you recall that ? 

Mr. Moopy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Materz. Did Mr. Strobel at any time tell you the names of the 
administration officials to whom he had made such disclosure? 

Mr. Moopy. Not at the time we talked with him in August or Sep- 
tember of 1954. He did in September of 1955. 

Mr. Materz. And what did he say on September 13, 1955? 
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Mr. Moopy. According to my recollection, Mr. Strobel advised me 
and you that he had conferred with his advisers about the problem 
and he identified those advisers. 

No. Iam sorry. That is wrong. He said his advisers had told 
him that he had taken his problem up with administration officials, 
and he identified those administration officials. 

mr. Matetz. And he indicated who these administration officials 
were? 

Mr. Moopy. Yes; he did. 

Mr. Maerz. Who were they? 

Mr. Moopy. Attorney General Brownell and a gentleman at the 
White House whose name escapes me at the moment. 

Mr. Maerz. Would that be Mr. Thomas Stevens? 

Mr. Moopy. I believe it was, sir. 

Mr. Materz. Did Mr. Strobel state at the September 13, 1955, meet- 
ing that his adviser had informed him that Attorney General Brownell 
and Mr. Stevens had concluded that it would be perfectly proper for 
Mr. Strobel to continue to operate his engineering business during 
his tenure as Public Buildings Commissioner ? 

Mr. Moopy. I believe that is the substance of what Mr. Strobel’s 
advice was. 

Mr. Maerz. Did Mr. Strobel at this September 13, 1955, meeting, 
that you and I attended, indicate any doubt that his arrangement, 
his private business relationship, had been cleared beforehand with 
the Attorney General? 

Mr. Moopy. Well, I didn’t think so, Mr. Maletz; no. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you get the impression, on the basis of what Mr. 
Strobel had stated to you and to me, that Mr. Strobel was clear in 
his own mind that this matter had been cleared beforehand with the 
Attorney General ? 

Mr. Moopy. Well, I think I would rather put it this way. I believe 
Mr. Strobel was clear in his own mind that he had been told that it 
had been cleared. 

Mr. Materz. I see. 

Now, do you recall that at this September 13, 1955, meeting, I 
asked Mr. Strobel who his adviser was? 

Mr. Moony. I do. 

Mr. Maerz. Did he name that adviser ? 

Mr. Moopy. No; he did not. 

Mr. Maerz. What did he say? 

Mr. Moopy. I believe he told us that he would rather not identify 
him at that time, indicating that he was not a Government official or 
not an attorney. 

Mr. Maerz. Did he indicate during that September 13 discussion 
that he had discussed with his adviser the question of disassociating 
himself from his firm’s profits in connection with the Corps of En- 
gineers’ contract ? 

Mr. Moopy. Yes: he did, according to my recollection. 

Mr. Marerz. Did he indicate that his adviser was the same person 
who had recommended him for the job in the first place? 

Mr. Moony. Yes; he did. 

Mr. Maerz. Did he indicate that this adviser was the same person 
who had consulted with the Attorney General concerning the pro- 
priety of Mr. Strobel’s serving in a dual capacity ? 
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Mr. Moopy. I believe he did. 

Mr. Materz. Did Mr. Strobel state that his adviser had told him 
that he, the adviser, would straighten the matter out with the Corps 
of Engineers ? 

Mr. Moopy. I don’t believe my recollection is quite that precise. 

Mr. Materz. All right, sir. Would you indicate to us exactly what 
your recollection is? 

Mr. Moopy. You are speaking now about this particular problem 
raised by the Corp s of Engineers? 

Mr. Materz. That is right. 

Mr. Moopy. I thnk it would be more accurate to state that my recol- 
lection is like this, that Mr. Strobel indicated to you, in my presence, 
that after he had received this draft, that I had prepared and handed 
to him, he had discussed the problem with his adviser, and I believe 
it was Mr. Strobel’s understanding, but at this moment I cannot 
recall his precise words, that that adviser was going to handle the 
problem for him. 

Now, I am not clear in my recollection as to whether he indicated 
how he was going to handle it or not. 

Mr. Materz. I see. Now, did you have conversations with Mr. 
Adams of the Department of the Army about this Strobel & Salzman 
contract with the Corps of Engineers ? 

Mr. Moopy. I did not. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you, Mr. Elliott? 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes; 1 did, Mr. Maletz. 

Mr. Maerz. Would you indicate to us the nature of those con- 
versations ? 

Mr. Exxiorr. Yes. Following the discussion with Mr. Strobel that 
is outlined in Mr. Moody’s memorandum, I called John Adams and 
explained the problem to him as it is set forth in that memorandum. 
Mr. Adams told me he knew nothing about the case; he would en- 
deavor to get the facts from the corps. He said that it would be 
helpful to him for a decision if he could have a complete statement of 
facts from Mr. Strobel as to Mr. Strobel’s relationship and interest in 
Strobel & Salzman. I told him that we were already getting that, and 
it was concluded that when I got that statement of fact, I was to get 
in touch with Mr. Adams again; we were to go over it on the basis of 
the facts and, if appropriate, then the two of us would then talk to 
Assistant Attorney Gonadal Rankin. 

Some weeks or days after that, Mr. Adams called me—as I recall, 
it was on an entirely different matter—but during the course of the 
conversation, he asked me about this case, and I said, “Well, I still 
haven’t gotten the statement of facts. I will find out about it.’ 

I would say it was about 2 or 3 weeks after that that I met Mr. 
Adams at a dinner. As a matter of fact, it was a dinner of the Na- 
tional Security Industrial Association. I don’t recall the exact date. 
I am guessing, in early November of 1954. And we were talking to- 
gether about a number of things before dinner. He brought up this 
question again, and I said, “Well, John, I haven’t gotten the statement 
of facts, and I think Mr. Strobel is going to pursue it in his own way. 
So there is no use of our discussing it any further. Just forget about 
it because I haven’t got the facts to bring to you. 

That is my total discussion with Mr. Adams on the subject. 
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Mr. Maerz. Do you know, Mr. Moody, how this matter was finally 
resolved, this problem of the Corps of Engineers on the question that 
Mr. Strobel disassociate himself from his firm’s profits in that trans- 
action ? 

Mr. Moopy. No; I do not, Mr. Maletz. 

Mr. Materz. Now, Mr. Moody, turning to another matter, do you 
recall being consulted by persons in the New York office of the Public 
Buildings ‘Service concerning renewal of a lease at 346 Broadway ? 

Mr. Moopvy. I do. 

Mr. Materz. Was there a legal problem in connection with that 
lease renewal ? 

Mr. Moopy. There was. 

Mr. Materz. Would you tell us what that legal problem was? 

Mr. Moopy. We were occupying the property at 346 Broadway 
under the terms of a 5-year lease, and the right to occupy expired as of 
June 30, 1954. We had advertised for bids to supply alternate space 
to the Government for the same purpose as that occupied at 346 Broad- 
way. The only bid that was received was from the owner, the present 
landlord. Those were thrown out and new bids came out. In response 
to a subsequent invitation, again the only bid received was from the 
then landlord. 

Mr. Maerz. You advertised for a straight 5-year lease ? 

Mr. Moopy. We advertised for a lease of space for a period of time 
up to 5 years the duration of which, as I recall now, was to be specified 
by the bidder, but there was a clause in the invitation that gave the 
Government the right of 30-day cancellation notice 

Mr. Matetz. I see. 

Mr. Moopy (continuing). No matter what period of time had been 
specified. The bid from the owners of 346 Broadway was sent down to 
the Washington office for approval to enter into a 5-year lease, which 
is required by our internal regulations, and they had proposed to 
accept the bid submitted. 

On the examination of that proposed award in my office, it was dis- 
closed that the bid by the owners of 346 Broadway was not responsive 
the terms of the invitation for bid, in that the Government’s 30-day 

cancellation right had been stricken. As such, there was no legal 
author! ity to ms ake the award. 

I discussed it a number of times with both people in Washington and 
people in New York and others. 

Mr. Marerz. Now, what happened ? 

Mr. Moopy. Well, upon the basis of my discussions with counsel 
in New York, a determination was prepared under a provision of our 
statute in circumstances where the facts support that a determina- 
tion can be made, that no useful purpose would be served in advertis- 
ing, and you can go ahead and conclude the lease on what we term “a 
negotiated basis.” 

Mr. Maerz. Did you negotiate the lease on a straight 5-year basis 
without a right of 30-day cancellation ‘ 

Mr. Moony. I believe that is right, sir; yes. 

Mr. Maerz. Let me ask you “this. If you had advertised for a 
5-year lease without this right of cancellation do you think you might 
have received more than one bid ? 

Mr. Moopy. On the basis of the facts as recited in the certificate 
of determination prepared by our New York office, I obviously con- 
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cluded that no purpose would be served, because we approved the 
certificate as to legal sufficiency. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Moody, I show you a document, a photostatic 
copy of a document, and ask you whether you can identify that. 

Nr. Moopy. I know what it is. I can’t identify it, because I have 
never seen the original. But I know what it is. 

Mr. Maerz. Would you explain to the committee what it is? 

Mr. Moopy. This is a memorandum to one of the lawyers in the 
New York office dated July 15, 1955, and it is signed in the first name 
of the regional counsel of our New York office. 

Mr. Materz. Who would that be? 

Mr. Moopy. His name is Eugene Brennan. The lawyer to whom it 
is addressed is Paul Cirillo, although only his first name is used. In 
the notation at the top it says, “346 Broadway.” 

Mr. Maerz. What does the document say, Mr. Moody? 

Mr. Moopy. It says: 

PAvuL: Spoke to J. Moody re this. He is going to General Accounting Office for 
an informal opinion as to justification for negotiation. Considers it a hot case 


because of outside interest and wants to be right. 
He thinks 9 of 203—C would be the exception, not— 


and there is a word in quotes that I can’t read. 
He will call you about it. 


There is an error in that citation. It is 9 of 302—C, and not 203. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you tell Mr. Brennan in essence that this was a 
hot case? 

Mr. Moopy. Well, Mr. Maletz, that is Mr. Brennan’s language, not 
mine. 

Mr. Materz. Surely. 

Mr. Moopy. This case received an awful lot of attention in the 
Washington office, because we were in the space; here it was 15 days 
after our rights to occupy had expired, and unless we were within our 
legal rights to make a determination to negotiate, we did not seem to 
be even close to formalizing our right to stay there. There was a lot of 
urgency about the case, and I unquestionably so indicated to Mr. 
Brennan, although he was as well aware of it as I. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, do you recall stating substantially that this was 
a hot case because of outside interests ? 

Mr. 'Moopy. I don’t recall that, sir; no. 

Mr. Materz. Well, was it a hot case? 

Mr. Moopy. It was a hot case, in vernacular, but the pressure on 
me came from our Public Buildings people, who wanted to get this 
thing straightened out right here—— 

Mr. Matetz. Do you have any idea as to what the outside interests 
referred to? 

Mr. Moopy. I received a telephone call on this case from Mr. 
Blumenthal. 

Mr. Materz. Mr. Morton Blumenthal? 

Mr. Moopy. I think it was, sir. 

Mr. Marerz. And what was the nature of that call? 

Mr. Moopy. Well, by the time Mr. Blumenthal called me, I had 
probably had it on my desk in an effort to resolve this problem for as 
long as—I am guessing now—S or 10 days, and I am sure Mr. Blumen- 
thal had been advised by either our Washington people or our New 
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York people or someone with whom he had been in contact that I was 
the source of its delay, and the reason for it. And he called me on 
the telephone to ascertain what the problem was, and I told him 
precisely what the problem was. 

Mr. Maerz. Well, let me ask you this. Did the fact that Mr. 
Blumenthal called make this a hot case? 

Mr. Moony. The fact that the owner’s representative called made 
it a hot case. The fact that it was Mr. Blumenthal meant absolutely 
nothing to me. 

Mr. Maerz. You had no relationship with Mr. Blumenthal what- 
soever ? 

Mr. Moopy. None whatever. 

Mr. Maerz. Did Mr. Strobel or Mr. Mansure ever discuss this case 
with you ? 

Mr. Moony. No, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you ever have any discussion with anybody else 
in GSA representing Mr. Strobel or Mr. Mansure about this case ? 

Mr. Moopy. A number of people in the Public Buildings Service 
called me about this case. I was advised by one of them that Mr. 
Blumenthal had called him. I believe he had come to his office about 
it. 
Mr. Maerz. Who was that, please ? 

Mr. Moony. That was Mr. Strawser, who is the administrative of- 
ficer of Public Buildings Service. 

Mr. Maerz. What did he say to you, sir? 

Mr. Moony. Mr. Strawser? 

Mr. Matxerz. What did he say to you, sir? 

Mr. Moony. I don’t remember precisely, but that Mr. Blumenthal 
had been to his office on this case and was anxious to hurry up and 
get it cleaned up and get some decision made. 

Mr. Maerz. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Frne. No questions. 

Mr. Kerarttne. No questions. 

The CuarrMan (presiding). Is Mr. Rhind here? 

Will you raise your right hand? Do you solemnly swear to tell the 
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Rutnp. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF HAROLD RHIND, ATTORNEY, CORPS OF 
ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Mr. Materz. Mr. Rhind, would you please give the reporter your 
name and address? 

Mr. Rurnp. Harold Rhind, attorney, Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Marerz. Would your speak up, sir? 

Mr. Rurnp. Attorney, Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Mauerz. You are employed by the Corps of Engineers; are 
you? 

Mr. Rurnp. Yes. 

Mr. Materz. And what position do you occupy ? 

Mr. Ruinp. Attorney in the Legal Division. 

Mr. Materz. Mr. Rhind, are you familiar with a contract entered 
into on April 22, 1954, between the Corps of Engineers and the firm 
of Strobel & Salzman? 
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Mr. Rurnp. I am. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you know when this contract was negotiated ? 

Mr. Ruryp. I do not know exactly when it was negotiated, no. 

Mr. Materz. I show you a document entitled, “Notes on Strobel & 
Salzman contracts,” and ask you to examine it. 'T show you this docu- 
ment solely for the purpose of refreshing your recollection as to when 
this contract was negotiated. 

Mr. Rutnpo. My knowledge of the negotiation is that it was com- 
pleted about the first of April. The exact date at which the negoti- 
ation was handled, I only know from this report, or other papers of 
that nature. 

Mr. Materz. You say about the first of April ? 

Mr. Ruinp. Yes. 

Mr. Maerz. Do you know when this contract was executed ? 

Mr. Rutnp. Yes. It was executed on—may I look at the record? 

Mr. Maerz. All right, sir. 

Mr. Rurnp. It was executed on the part of the Government about 
May 3, and on the part of the contract or about May 17. 

Mr. Materz. That is 1954? 

Mr. Rutnp. 1954. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, was the Corps of Engineers aware of the fact 
that when this contract was executed Mr. Strobel was a Government 
employee ? 

Mr. Rutnp. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Materz. Now, if the Corps of Engineers knew that Mr. Strobel 
was employed by the Government, would it have entered into this 
contract with Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Rutnp. I believe the answer to that is that we would not have. 

Mr. Maerz. What was the amount of fee that Strobel & Salzman 
was to obtain ? 

Mr. Rurnp. The contract figure is $71,050. 

Mr. Materz. Now, you say if the Corps of Engineers had known 
that Mr. Strobel was a Government employee, it would not have ex- 
ecuted the contract; and why is that? 

Mr. Rutnp. Because it is the policy of the Corps of Engineers not 
to deal with Government employees under contracts. 

Mr. Materz. How long has that policy been in effect ? 

Mr. Rurnp. I would say that that policy has been in effect about as 
long as I have been associated with the Corps of Engineers, which is 
since 1943. 

Mr. Materz. Since when, sir ? 

Mr. Rup. 1943. 

Mr. Maerz. Since 1943. 

Now, Mr. Rhind, when did the Corps of Engineers discover that it 
was as of April 1, 1954, that Mr. Strobel assumed a Government posi- 
tion ¢ 

Mr. Rup. At a meeting which you and I attended in Mr. Sacks’ 
office, at which time you told us that he had taken a position as full- 
time consultant, and that meeting was held on September 20. 

Mr. MALentz. September the 20th? 

Mr. Rup. Of this year. 

Mr. Maerz. Now, if the Corps of Engineers had known immedi- 
ately after it signed the contract that Mr. Strobel was a Government 
employee, what action would the Corps of Engineers have taken? 
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Mr. Rutnp. I believe I should pass that question, Mr. Maletz, to 
Mr. Zackrison, as the man that would probably have made that deci- 
sion or would have had more to do with that decision than I. 

Mr. Maerz. Is Mr. Zackrison here ? 

Mr. Rutnp. Yes. 

The CHarrman. Will you come forward, Mr. Zackrison? You 
might raise your right hand, please. 

Do you solemnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and noth- 
ing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Zacxrison. I do, sir. 


TESTIMONY OF HARRY B. ZACKRISON, CHIEF, ENGINEERING DIVI- 
SION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Mr. Maerz. Just give your name and your affiliation to the sten- 
ographer. 

Mr. Zacxrison. My name is Harry B. Zackrison. I am Chief of 
the Engineering Division, Corps of Engineers. 

The CHamman. You have ea the question as propounded to 
your colleague, and that he asked that you might answer. 

Mr. Zacxrison. I would like to have the question repeated. 

The Cuamman. Will you read it, Mr. Reporter ? 

(Question read.) 

Mr. Zacxrison. There are really two parts to that question, I be- 
lieve. First, if the Corps of Engineers had known that Mr. Strobel 
was a consultant only and had no administrative or command respon- 
sibility in the Public Administration, that would be one answer. In 
that case, I do not believe we would have taken any action, provided 
that the delay as a result of negotiation might have been of importance 
in this particular project, which it was. 

I believe that in the circumstances of the delay inherent in selecting 
a new architect-engineer, in renegotiation, which would have involved 
a delay of 3 to 4 to 5 weeks, that if all we had known was that Mr. 
Strobel was a consultant to the General Services Administration, in 
that case I believe we would probably have continued the contract. 

However, that would have been subject to discussion first, of course, 
with the Legal Division as to the legality of the question; two, with 
my superior, General Tulley. 

Mr. Matetz. Now, suppose the Corps of Engineers had known that 
Mr. Strobel was a full-time consultant and was going to occupy that 
position for several months preparatory to seneE a post as Com- 
missioner of Public Buildings; what action would the corps have 
taken ? 

Mr. Zackxrison. The answer I first gave is also applicable here in 
the event that delay would be serious. We would have given a much 
closer look, of course, to the circumstances. We would first of all 
determine the legality. No. 2, we would have gone to the Office of the 
Chief of the Transportation Corps to determine the need for the 
facilities which the firm of Strobel & Salzman were designing. We 
would have also reviewed the need for Mr. Strobel’s services in con- 
nection with this particular contract. 

Mr. Maerz. I take it, Mr. Zackrison, your answer would be the 
same as Mr. Rhind’s, that if you had known of Mr. Strobel’s Govern- 
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ment position beforehand, the corps would not have signed the con- 
tract; is that correct? 

Mr. Zackrison. I cannot take that unequivocal stand; no, sir. I 
would have examined first, as I say, the legality; No. 2, the need for 
the conclusion or the furnishing of the services by Strobel & Salzman. 
In the event that that was of paramount interest to the Government, 
I believe we would have taken that course. 

On the other hand, if there were no need for these services within a 
given time limit, that we would have reconsidered. 

Mr. Materz. Now, Mr. Rhind indicated that it is the policy of the 
Corps of Engineers not to do business with Government employees. 

Mr. ZackKrisOn. I believe Mr. Rhind is in error in that respect. It 
is the policy of the Corps of Engineers not to do business with any 
Corps of Engineers employees. ‘There has been no stated policy, so far 
as I know, restricting the choice of a Government employee. 

As a matter of fact, it would have been subject to, let us say, dis- 
cussion and determination prior to our selection of a Government 
employee. But this case has never come up before to my knowledge. 

Mr. Materz. I see. 

Now, if you had known that Mr. Strobel was a Government em- 
ployee, would that have been kind of a red light to you to check this 
matter very carefully ? 

Mr. Zacxrison. It certainly would. 

Mr. Materz. And would you have had considerable doubt about 
signing a contract? 

Mr. Five. I submit that he has answered the question. 

Mr. Maerz. I think that is right. 

Mr. Fine. He can answer the question many ways. 

Mr. Materz. Now, Mr. Rhind, did you prepare a memorandum 
summarizing the events in connection with the Strobel & Salzman 
hangar contract, which is the one we are talking about, the Strobel & 
Salzman contract with the Corps of Engineers ? 

Mr. Ruinp. Did I prepare a memorandum ¢ 

Mr. Materz. Yes. 

Mr. Rutnp. Not that I recall. 

Mr. Maerz. I show you a three-page document and ask you whether 
you can identify it. 

Mr. Rurnp. I| recognize this document. I did not prepare it. 

Mr. Materz. Who prepared it ? 

Mr. Rutnp. I believe Mr. Williams, in the Engineering Division, 
prepared this. 

Mr. Materz. Is Mr. Williams here ? 

Mr. Zackrison. Yes. 

Mr. Sacks. Do you want him called ? 

Mr. Materz. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Sacks. Do you want him ? 

Mr. Fine. Will you raise your right hand, please ? 

The Cuarrman. Do you solemnly swear to tell the truth, the whole 
truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Wiiu1aMs. I do. 
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TESTIMONY OF HOWARD WILLIAMS, CHIEF, SPECIFICATION AND 
ESTIMATING BRANCH, ENGINEERING DIVISION, MILITARY CON- 
STRUCTION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


The Cuatrman. Give your name and your affiliation. 

Mr. Witu1ams. Howard Williams, Chief of the Specification and 
Estimating Branch, Engineering Division, Military Construction. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Williams, did you prepare that memorandum ? 

Mr. Wiu1AMs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Materz. You did prepare the memorandum ? 

Mr. WituiaMs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Materz. And can you tell us the nature of that memorandum ? 

Mr. Wiuu1aMs. It is a record of events occurring at the time of the 
negotiation and shortly thereafter in connection with contract 305, 
the helicopter hangar contract with Strobel & Salzman. 

Mr. Materz. You did prepare that ¢ 

Mr. Wiu1aMs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. When did you prepare it, Mr. Williams? 

Mr. Wuu1ams. I do not know the exact date, but I would say 
approximately the middle of September 1954. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Chairman, I offer this memorandum in evidence 


at this point. 
The Cuarrman. It will be accepted. 
(The memorandum referred to is as follows :) 


STROBEL & SALZMAN—HELICOPTER HANGARS 


1. This office was instructed to prepare plans and specifications for helicopter 
hangars at the request of G-4, Transportation Corps, and the Army Aviation 
Service. As a result of this request, negotiations for preparation of plans and 
specifications for 4,000-, 12,000,- and 20,000-square-foot hangars occurred on 
March 31, 1954. Negotiated price for this work was $71,050. Negotiations were 
approved and notice to proceed was given on April 26, 1954. The scheduled com- 
pletion dates were as follows: Sketch drawings to be submitted 7 days after 
notice to proceed for the 4,000-square-foot hangars, and 21 days for the other 
2 hangars. Definitives were to be completed within 30 days after approval of 
sketches. Working drawings to be completed within 85 days after approval of 
definitives. The A—-E information form submitted at the time of the contract 
negotiations indicated the firm to be a partnership of Peter A. Strobel and Joseph 
Salzman, and was signed by Joseph Salzman, partner, April 7, 1954. 

2. On July 1, 1954, Mr. Strobel officially assumed duties as Commissioner, Public 
Buildings Administration. 

3. As a result of requirements by the using service for higher hangar doors 
and for crane runways in lieu of monorail systems, a modification was negotiated 
on July 15, 1954, in the amount of $1,478.40. The modification is of such nature 
that work on basic contract could not be logically completed without incorpora- 
tion of the requirements of the modification. The architect-engineer information 
form submitted in connection with this modification again indicated a partnership 
of Mr. Strobel and Mr. Salzman and was signed by Mr. Salzman on July 19, 1954. 

4. Approval of the negotiations for the contract modification was not accom- 
plished because of objections by Legal Division that Mr. Strobel was now a Gov- 
ernment employee and as such should not participate in profits resulting from 
Corps of Engineers’ contracts. On August 4, Mr. Schwartz, business manager for 
the A-E, was called and advised of the necessity of securing a statement of Mr. 
Strobel’s nonparticipation in profits from Government contracts. Mr. Schwartz 
indicated that the firm was agreeable to any arrangement necessary to meet our 
requirements in the matter and that he would take up the matter immediately 
with Mr. Strobel. A confirming letter was dispatched on August 4, 1954, to 
Strobel & Salzman calling attention to Mr. Strobel’s employment as Public 
Buildings Commissioner and requesting a statement regarding his participation 
in company profits. 
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5. On August 20 at the request of General Tulley, Colonel Harris, Legal 
Division, and Mr. Williams, Engineering Division, briefed Mr. Berry of the 
Department of the Army Counselor’s Office relative to the participation by Mr. 
Strobel in the contract for Army hangars. The Army Counselor’s Office had 
entered into the picture as a result of inquiry by the PBA legal staff relating to 
our August 4, 1954, letter. Mr. Berry indicated that our stand with regard to 
Mr. Strobel’s disassociating himself from company profits on Corps of Engineers 
contracts was ethically correct but to his knowledge was not legally required. 
Mr. Berry proposed to discuss this matter further with Public Buildings and 
presumed that a satisfactory answer to our August 4 letter would be forthcoming. 

6. On September 16, 1954, Mr. Schwartz in the office of Strobel & Salzman was 
contacted by phone and directed to stop all work on the contract. It was explained 
to Mr. Schwartz that this action was necessary pending clarification of Mr. 
Strobel’s connection with the firm. On September 17, 1954, a call was received 
from Mr. Strobel who also had a representative from PBA Legal Division on 
the phone. The Corps of Engineers’ stand in this matter was explained to Mr. 
Strobel. During the conversation, Mr. Strobel stated that he was the sole 
owner of the company and that Mr. Salzman’s position was that of a paid 
partner. In view of this complication and because of other questions of a legal 
nature which were raised, Mr. Strobel and the PBA attorney were referred to 
Mr. McGregor, of Legal Division. It is not known what discussions, if any, 
occurred as a result. 

7. By letter, dated September 20, 1954, the architect-engineer indicated their 
regrets at the delay in answering our August 4 letter and stated that they expect 
Mr. Strobel to make a formal reply to the above-mentioned letter within the next 
few days. To date, no letter of confirmation has been sent the architect- 
engineer with reference to the verbal stop order of September 16, 1954. 

8. By letter, dated September 20, 1954, the architect-engineer has indicated 
the status of work in connection with the final drawings and specifications as 
follows: 4,000-square-foot hangar, 85 percent; 12,000-square-foot hangars, 25 
percent ; 20,000-square-foot hangars, 65 percent; all specifications, 60 percent. 

9. G4 has previously indicated an urgency for completing these plans both 
to meet programed construction of three hangars and to assist certain con- 
gressional action on construction progress. 

10. Estimated cost of 20,000-square-foot hangar without shops is $461,000. 


Mr. Materz. This memorandum reads as follows: 


STrROBEL & SALZMAN—HELICOPTER HANGARS 


1. This office was instructed to prepare plans and specifications for helicopter 
hangars at the request of G—4, Transportation Corps, and the Army Aviation 
Service. As a result of this request, negotiations for preparation of plans and 
specifications for 4,000-, 12,000-, and 20,000-square-foot hangars occurred on 
March 31, 1954. Negotiated price for this work was $71,050. Negotiations 
were approved and notice to proceed was given on April 26, 1954. The sched- 
uled completion dates were as follows: Sketch drawings to be submitted 7 days 
after notice to proceed for the 4,000-square-foot hangars, and 21 days for the 
other 2 hangars. Definitives were to be completed within 30 days after approval 
of sketches. Working drawings to be completed within 85 days after approval 
of definitives. The A—E information form submitted at the time of the contract 
negotiations indicated the firm to be a partnership of Peter A. Strobel and 
Joseph Salzman, and was signed by Joseph Salzman, partner, April 7, 1954. 

2. On July 1, 1954, Mr. Strobel officially assumed duties as Commissioner, 
Public Buildings Administration. 

3. As a result of requirements by the using service for highér hangar doors 
and for crane runways in lieu of monorail systems, a modification was nego- 
tiated on July 15, 1954, in the amount of $1,478.40. The modification is of such 
nature that work on basic contract could not be logically completed without 
incorporation of the requirements of the modification. The architect-engineer 
information form submitted in connection with this modification again indicated 
a partnership of Mr. Strobel and Mr. Salzman and was signed by Mr. Salzman 
on July 19, 1954. 

4. Approval of the negotiations for the contract modification was not accom- 
plished because of objections by Legal Division that Mr. Strobel was now, a 
Government employee and as such should not participate in profits resulting 
from Corps of Engineers’ contracts. On August 4, Mr. Schwarz, business 
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manager for A—E, was called and advised of the necessity of securing a state- 
ment of Mr. Strobel’s nonparticipation in profits from Government contracts. 
Mr. Schwarz indicated that the firm was agreeable to any arrangement necessary 
to meet our requirements in the matter and that he would take up the matter 
immediately with Mr. Strobel. A confirming letter was dispatched on August 
4, 1954, to Strobel & Salzman calling attention to Mr. Strobel’s employment as 
Public Buildings Commissioner and requesting a statement regarding his partici- 
pation in company profits. 

5. On August 20 at the request of General Tulley, Colonel Harris, Legal Divi- 
sion, and Mr. Williams, Engineering Division, briefed Mr. Berry of the Depart- 
ment of the Army Counselor’s Office relative to the participation by Mr. Strobel 
in the contract for Army hangars. The Army Counselor’s Office had entered 
into the picture as a result of inquiry by the PBA legal staff relating to our 
August 4, 1954, letter. Mr. Berry indicated that our stand with regard to Mr. 
Strobel’s disassociating himself from company profits on Corps of Engineers’ 
contracts was ethically correct but to his knowledge was not legally required. 
Mr. Berry proposed to discuss this matter further with Public Buildings and 
presumed that a statisfactory answer to our August 4 letter would be forthcoming. 

6. On September 16, 1954, Mr. Schwartz in the office of Strobel & Salzman was 
contacted by phone and directed to stop all work on the contract. It was ex- 
plained to Mr. Schwartz that this action was necessary pending clarification of 
Mr. Strobel’s connection with the firm. On September 17, 1954, a call was 
received from Mr. Strobel who also had a representative from PBA Legal Divi- 
sion on the phone. ‘The Corps of Engineers’ stand in this matter was explained 
to Mr. Strobel. During the conversation Mr. Strobel stated that he was the sole 
owner of the company and that Mr. Salzman’s position was that of a paid partner. 
In view of this complication and because of other questions of a legal nature 
which were raised, Mr. Strobel and the PBA attorney were referred to Mr. Mc- 
Gregor of Legal Division. It is not known what discussion, if any, occurred as 
a result. 

7. By letter, dated September 20, 1954, the architect-engineer indicated their 
regrets at the delay in answering our August 4 letter and stated that they expect 
Mr. Strobel to make a formal reply to the above-mentioned letter within the next 
few days. To date, no letter of confirmation has been sent the architect-engineer 
with reference to the verbal stop order of September 16, 1954. 

8. By letter, dated September 20, 1954, the architect-engineer has indicated the 
status of work in connection with the final drawings and specifications as follows: 
4,000-square-foot hangar, 85 percent; 12,000-square-foot hangar, 25 percent; 
20,000-square-foot hangar, 65 percent; all specifications, 60 percent. 

9. G-4 has previously indicated an urgency for completing these plans both to 
meet programed construction of three hangars and to assist certain congressional 
action on construction programs. 

10. Estimated cost of 20,000-square-foot hangar without shops is $461,000. 


Now, Mr. Rhind, do you know how this matter was finally 
resolved 

Mr. Rurnp. The matter of the—— 

Mr. Maerz. Of disassociation by Mr. Strobel from his firm’s profits 
resulting from this contract? 

Mr. Rurnp. The matter was never formally resolved. After a num- 
ber of discussions, it was decided that it was in the best interests of 
the Government to proceed and complete the contract work and clean 
up the contract. 

Mr. Materz. Who made that decision ? 

Mr. Rurnp. The decision was passed to me from Mr. Zackrison’s 
office. 

Mr. Materz. Did Mr. Zackrison issue instructions to you? 

Mr. Rurnp. Not directly. 

Mr. Maerz. I beg your pardon. 

Mr. Rurnp. Not directly. 

Mr. Maerz. How did you get the instructions? 

Mr. Rump. Through Mr. Williams, I believe. 
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Mr. Maerz. All right. Mr. Williams can you explain what tran- 
spired subsequently ? 

Mr. Wuu1aMs. The decision came from Mr. Zackrison, from conver- 
sations with other people, I believe. 

Mr. Materz. Did Mr. Zackrison tell you to cancel out the stop order ? 

Mr. Witu1aMs. He was not aware, to the best of my knowledge, that 
a verbal stop order had been issued. That was an action that was 
taken by our Structures Branch. However, he was aware of the hold 
order on this modification to the contract, and it was in connection 
with that that he came to a final decision, or a final decision was 
reached, and we were instructed to continue the processing of the 
contract papers for the modification. 

Mr. Maerz. Mr. Zackrison, can you clear this situation up? Can 
you tell us what happened? Was a stop order issued as indicated by 
Mr. Williams’ memorandum ? 

Mr. Zacxrison. I had no knowledge of a verbal stop order having 
been issued excepting as it occurs in this memorandum, and as I have 
been assured by others. I believe such a stop order was issued, and I 
believe it was issued for the purpose of expediting an answer from 
Strobel & Salzman; in other words, to give them a little push to giving 
an answer to our question. 

Mr. Maerz. You mean, as to whether he would disassociate himself 
from his firm’s profits? 

Mr. Zacxrtson. That is correct. 

Subsequent to that, there were discussions with the Legal Division, 
and I was assured that there were no legal objections to a continuance 
of the contracts. 

After examining the situation, it seemed to me and to General Tul- 
ley that it was in the best interests of the Government to continue with 
the contract in view of the amount of money already expended, in view 
of the additional expense that would have been incurred by reason of 
going to another architect-engineer. A considerable duplication of 
effort would have been required, as well as delaying the progress of 
the work. It was based on those facts that we decided to continue. 

Mr. Matetz. You decided to continue even though Mr. Strobel had 
not disassociated himself from the profits? 

Mr. Zackrison. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Maerz. Did you also make any decision with respect to future 
contracts of Strobel & Salzman while Mr. Strobel is in Government 
service ? 

Mr. Zackrison. It was.decided that we would not have any more 
contracts with Strobel & Salzman while he was in office. 

Mr. Materz. I have no further questions, Mr. (¢ ‘hairman. 

The CHatrmMan. No questions. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Robb, will you read into the record the telegrams that were 
received ? 

Mr. Ross. Yes. 

Mr. Fine. Will you do that expeditiously ? 

Mr. Ross. Yes, sir; as fast as I can. 
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The first one I have here, Mr. Chairman, is addressed to you from 
Irwin S. Chanin, head of C hanin Organization, Chanin Building, New 
York 17: 


I should like to present following character reference in behalf of Peter A. 
Strobel. I have known Strobel for more than 15 years and have had extensive 
dealings with him and his firm as consultant engineers. Have always found 
Strobel highly ethical, honest, and proper in all respects and consider him a per- 
son of excellent moral character and reputation. 


Signed, “Irwin S. Chanin.” 
The second is signed “George E. Horr, Turner Construction Co.,” 
addressed to the chairman: 


I was greatly surprised to read recent press reports about Peter Strobel and 
the conduct of his office. I do not believe the criticism is justified and since I 
cannot personally appear to speak in his behalf I take this opportunity to say 
that I have known him about 20 years and assure you he is an able engineer with 
a fine reputation in the construction industry. In my position as executive vice 
president of the Turner Construction Co. I have had many business relations 
with him and have always found him a man not only of the highest technical 
ability but also of high personal character and integrity. 

GerorGE E. Horr. 


The third wire is signed by John P. H. Perry, 1 West 54th Street, 
New York City, addressed to the chairman: 


Understanding that your committee will continue tomorrow its investigation of 
Peter A. Strobel, Commissioner of Buildings, General Services Administration, I 
take this method in view of my inability to be in Washington tomorrow to ac- 
quaint you with my knowledge of and opinion of the professional standing and 
character of Mr. Strobel. Should your hearings be postponed to later this 
coming week I will be glad appear personally before you. I have known Mr. 
Strobel for 12 years, solely in business and professional relationship. 

The consulting engineering firm of which he is the senior partner has had for 
several years a high standing in the engineering and building construction in and 
radiating from New York City. 

Mr. Strobel has been a member of the American Society of Civil Engineers 
since 1944. As I have served as a director of that society and am a life member* 
thereof, I can assure you that Mr. Strobel’s full membership is a sound measure of 
the integrity of his professional performances. 

Personally I have been in a position for the last two decades to know pretty 
well the capacity and the character and integrity in New York City of engineers 
practicing in the manner that Mr. Strobel has. 

I am retired now but for 30 years prior to 1951 was vice president and a 
director of the Turner Construction Co., of New York, Boston, Philadelphia, Chi- 
cago, and Cincinnati. For most of 1952 and 1953, I was Deputy to the Assistant 
Secretary of the United States Air Force charged with responsibility of stimu- 
lating the construction of United States airbases on a worldwide basis. 

For nearly a year previous I was Chief of Construction of the Munitions Board 
of the Department of Defense and had several dealings with some of Mr. Strobel’s 
predecessors in the General Services Administration and can assure you that 
from some contacts I have recently had with Mr. Strobel in his functioning with 
that organization the Congress and the United States Government should con- 
sider themselves exceedingly fortunate by constrast to have Mr. Strobel doing his 
present job. 

JOHN P. H. Perry. 


(The following telegrams were furnished for the record :) 
New York, N. Y., October 31, 1955 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, House Judiciary Committee, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

I should like to present following character reference in behalf of Peter A. 
Strobel. I have known Strobel for more than 15 years and have had extensive 
dealings with him and his firm as consultant engineer. Have always found 
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Strobel highly ethical, honest, and proper in all respects and consider him a per- 


son of excellent moral character and reputation. 
IRWIN S. CHANIN, 


Head of Chanin Organization, Chanin Building, New York 17, N. Y. 





NEw York, N. Y., October 31, 1955. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, House Committee on Judiciary, 
Room 346, Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


I was greatly surprise to read recent press reports about Peter Strobel and the 
conduct of his office. I do not believe the criticism is justified and since I 
cannot personally appear to speak in his behalf I take this opportunity to say 
that I have known him about 20 years and assure you he is an able engineer with 
a fine reputation in the construction industry. In my position as executive vice 
president of the Turner Construction Co. I have had many business relations with 
him and have always found him a man not only of the highest technical ability 
but also of high personal character and integrity. 

FEORGE E. Horr, 
Turner Construction Co. 





New York, N. Y., October 30, 1955. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, House Judiciary Committee, 
Old House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Understanding that your committee will continue tomorrow its investigation 
of Peter A. Strobel, Commissioner of Buildings, General Services Administration, 
I take this method, in view of my inability to be in Washington tomorrow, to 
acquaint you with my knowledge of and opinion of the professinal standing and 
character of Mr. Strobel. Should your hearings be postponed to later this 
coming week I will be glad to appear personally before you. I have known 
Mr. Strobel for 12 years, solely in a business and professional relationship. The 
consulting engineering firm of which he is the senior partner has had for several 
years a high standing in the engineering and building construction in and radi- 
ating from New York City. Mr. Strobel has been a member of the American 
Society of Civil Engineers since 1944. As I have served as a director of that 
society and am a life member thereof, I can assure you that Mr. Strobel’s full 
membership is a sound measure of the integrity of his professional performances. 
Personally I have been in a position for the last two decades to know pretty 
well the capacity and the character and integrity in New York City of engineers 
practicing in the manner that Mr. Strobel has. 1 am retired now but for 30 
years prior to 1951 was vice president and a director of the Turner Construction 
Co., of New York, Boston, Philadelphia, Chicago, and Cincinnati. For most 
of 1952 and 1953, I was deputy to the Assistant Secretary of the United States 
Air Force, charged with responsibility of stimulating the construction of United 
States airbases on a worldwide basis. For nearly a year previous I was chief 
of construction of the Munitions Board of the Department of Defense and had 
several dealings with some of Mr, Strobel’s predecessors in the General Services 
Administration, and can assure you that from some contacts I have recently 
had with Mr. Strobel in his functioning with that organization the Congress 
and the United States Government should consider themselves exceedingly for- 
tunate by contrast to have Mr. Strobel doing his present job. 


JOHN P. H. Perry. 


Now, Mr. Chairman, we have two witnesses who have come down 
from New York to tell you what they know about Mr. Strobel. May 
I call them ? 

The Cuarman, Yes. 

Mr. Rops. Colonel Value and Mr. Manley, would you step forward, 
please ? 

Does the Chair wish me to examine these gentlemen, or does the 
Chair wish to do it? 
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The Cuatrman. I beg your pardon ? 

Mr. Fixe. Do you want us to examine him or let you examine him? 

The Cuatrman. No. You can examine them. 

Mr. Ross. Colonel Value, would you have a seat over there, please ? 

The Cuatrman. Will you raise your right hand, please? One at 
a time. 

Do you solemnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and noth- 
ing but. the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Man ey. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF F. MASON MANLEY, NEW BRUNSWICK, N. J. 


The Cuarrman. Just give your name and your address. 

Mr. Manixy. Frank Mason Manley, Hilcrest River Road, New 
Brunswick, N. J. 

Mr. Ross. What is your occupation, Mr. Manley ? 

Mr. Mantry. I am a member of the board of directors of Johnson 
& Johnson, and director of construction. 

The CuarrmMan. Let me say, Mr. Robb, that this is very unusual to 
have a rebuttal of this sort, and we feel that we owe it to you and to 
your client that this proceeding be developed this way, because infer- 
ences may be drawn from the testimony that may be deleterious as far 
as your client is concerned, and you should have the right to rebut 
these inferences or any testimony that has been given. 

I hope this is going to be a precedent for other congressional com- 
mittees to follow. 

Mr. Ross. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the courtesy 
very much. 

Mr. Manley, what is your company’s business ? 

Mr. Maniey. We are manufacturers of surgical dressings and allied 
products. 

Mr. Ross. Could you tell us something of the scope of your com- 
pany’s business, the size of your company ¢ 

Mr. Mantey. We have plants in 28 nations and do business in 100 
nations. 

Mr. Ross. And how long have you been with the company, sir? 

Mr. Mantey. I have been with the company since 1916. 

Mr. Ross. What are your particular duties, Mr. Manley ? 

Mr. Mantey. My particular duties are to supervise the construc- 
tion and the choosing of architects and engineers throughout the 
world. 

Mr. Rozs. And do you know Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. MaNury. Yes. 

Mr. Ross. Do you know his firm as well? 

Mr. Man ey. Yes. 

Mr. Ross. How long have you known Mr. Strobel and his firm ? 

Mr. Mantry. I am not entirely clear, but I think it is 1946, the first 
association I had with Mr. Strobel. 

Mr. Rogs. And how have you happened to know him, sir? 

Mr. Mantey. He built a new plant in New Jersey, and we had 
Shreve, Lamb & Harmon as the architects, and Mr. Strobel was an 
associate with that organization at that time. 

Mr. Ross. And do you also know others in the building industry and 
the engineering profession who know Mr. Strobel ? 
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Mr. Mantey. Yes. 

Mr. Ross. And his firm? 

Mr. Mantey. Yes. 

Mr. Ross. And what can you tell us, Mr. Manley, about Mr. Stro- 
bel’s reputation for honesty and integrity ? 

Mr. Mantey. Well, as you might suspect, gentlemen, a company 
who is progressing as we have been fortunate to are looking for the 
best possible talent to enlarge our facilities. We made a very diligent 
search of all types of talent. We have tried to use them in many ways. 
Therefore, we found Mr. Strobel and we gave him an opportunity and 
we have hired him direct in some instances ; we have hired him through 
contractors in other instances; and we have hired him through archi- 
tects in other instances. 

His work has always been well done. We are extremely proud of 
the units which he helped build, and we have found nothing but dis- 
tinct honesty and integrity in our dealings with him throughout the 
years. 

Mr. Ross. And would you say that others in the industry hold the 
same view of him? 

Mr. Mantey. Yes. In our search we found the same thing. 

Mr. Ross. And would the same thing be true of his firm? 

Mr. Mantey. Yes. 

Mr. Ross. That is all I care to ask him. 

The Cuairman. No questions. 

Mr. Ross. Colonel Value. 

The Crarrman. Will you raise your right hand? Do you solemnly 
swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so 
help you God? 

Mr. Vauue. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF BURNSIDE R. VALUE, NEW YORK, N. Y. 


The CHarrmMan. Give your name and your address. 

Mr. Vauur. Burnside Value; Seelye, Stevenson, Value & Knecht; 
partner. 

Mr. Ross. Burnside R. Value? 

Mr. Vatuz. Burnside R. Value. 

Mr. Ross. And where do you live, Mr. Value? 

Mr. Varun. New York. 

Mr. Ross. And what is your occupation, sir? 

Mr. Vatve. Consulting engineer. 

Mr. Ross. What is your firm, sir? 

Mr. Vauue. Seelye, Stevenson, Value & Knecht. 

Mr. Ross. What is that firm, Colonel Value? 

Mr. Vauue. General consulting engineers. 

Mr. Ross. Could you tell us something about the size of that firm 
and the scope of its work? 

Mr. Vatur. We cover the field of structural, civil, mechanical, 
electrical, industrial, water supply, and sewage disposal. 

Mr. Ross. How many employees do you have? 

Mr. Vatue. Approximately 240. 

Mr. Ross. And do you have offices all over the world ? 

Mr. Vauur. Not all over the world. We have offices in the United 
States, in New York, in Connecticut, and field offices in France and 
in England. 











260 CONFLICT OF INTEREST 


Mr. Ross. Would you say that your firm is in the same line of work 
that Mr. Strobel’s firm is in? 

Mr. Vaiver. Our structural division is. 

Mr. Rogs. Your firm is not a client of Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Vauur. No. 

Mr. Ross. In other words, if such a thing were ethical in your pro- 
fession, you and Mr. Strobel’s firm would be competitors; is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Vatvuer. Correct. 

Mr. Ross. Colonel, could you tell us something of your own back- 
ground, very briefly ¢ 

Mr. Varun. I am a licensed professional engineer, an Army officer 
in the Corps of Engineers in World War I. I have occupied many 
positions prior to my going into partnership in this present firm, 
which oceurred in 1947. 

Mr. Ross. How long have you known Mr. Strobel ? 

Mr. Varur. 1937. 

Mr. Ross. And how do you happen to know him? 

Mr. Vator. I was assistant chief engineer of the New York World’s 
Fair, and early in 1938 we needed a highly competent structural engi- 
neer to take charge of the structural work which we were designing 
at the time in the New York World’s Fair organization. Mr. Scott, 
of Shreve, Lamb & Harmon, and I got together and tried to find the 
best one we could. We picked Mr. Strobel. He was engaged as an 
employee, and carried on until the end of the job, which he did very 
excellently. 

He is a very fine technician, a fine engineer. 

Mr. Ross. That was 1937? 

Mr. Vauvue. 1937, 1938, and 1939. 

Mr. Ross. And you have known him ever since ? 

Mr. Vauvr. Yes. 

Mr. Ross. And you also know his firm, Strobel & Salzman ? 

Mr. Varvr. I know the firm. 

Mr. Ross. And do you also know other engineers who know of Mr. 
Strobel and his firm ? 

Mr. Vatvur. Yes; I do, because I know a great many of the engi- 
neers in New York City and a great many of the architects. 

Mr. Ross. And what can you tell us, Colonel Value, as to the repu- 
tation of Mr. Strobel and his firm for honesty and integrity ? 

Mr. Vauvr. As far as my own views are concerned, I can tell you 
that I consider him absolutely honest and ethical. 

Mr. Ross. And—— 

Mr. Vatur. And from the viewpoint as president of the New York 
Association of Consulting Engineers for 2 years 

Mr. Ross. You were? 

Mr. Varvr. I was. He was held in highest esteem by the other 
engineers in that organization. They were all engineering firms. 

Mr. Ross. And would the same thing be said about his firm ? 

Mr. Vator. Yes. 

Mr. Ross. And what about their professional competency ? 

Mr. Vatur. Excellent. 

Mr. Ross. By the way, Colonel, there has been some mention made 
here from time to time about engineering fees of $6,000 or $7,000. 
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Let me ask you, sir, as something of an expert, if that is a large fee in 
the engineering field. 

Mr. Vauue. No; it is very small. 

Mr. Rogs. Very small? 

Mr. Vauur. I don’t think he will reap any great benefit from those 
fees. 

Mr. Ross. That is all I care to ask him, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. Good. 

We need not have you on the stand any longer. 

Mr. Robb, the record will be held open for anything that you want 
to insert therein, either you or Mr. Strobel, for a reasonable length of 
time. 

Mr. Ross. Yes, sir. 

Now, Mr. Strobel, I think there are perhaps 2 or 3 things in the 
record that you might like to comment further on. 

Does the Chair intend to hold further hearings, or would you like 
to have him do it now? 

The CHairMan. Suppose he does it now. Would it take long? 

Mr. Ross. No, sir. 

Might I examine him ? 

The Cuairman. Mr. Strobel, please. 


FURTHER TESTIMONY OF PETER A. STROBEL 


The Cuairman. Do you want to make some comment on the testi- 
mony, Mr. Strobel ¢ 

Mr. Ross. Mr. Chairman, it occurred that it might be well to have 
from Mr. Strobel a complete, coherent, and cohesive narrative of his 
activity in connection with the so-called extras on the warehouse con- 
tract. And with the Chair’s permission, I would like to have him 
give that to you very briefly now. 

The Cuarman. All right. 

Go ahead, Mr. Strobel. 

Mr. Five. Have you a prepared statement? 

Mr. Ross. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Could I see it, Mr. Robb? 

Mr. Rosp. Yes, sir. 

I might ask Mr. Strobel, to save time, if this statement which he 
prepared 

The Cuatrman. Let us run through it quickly. 

Mr. Strroser. This contract was let by 

The CuamrMan. Will you excuse me a minute? Just a minute. 

That is perfectly all right to put in the record. It will be accepted 
in the record. 

Mr. Fine. May it be placed in the record as if it were testified to? 

The Cuamman. As if it were testified. 

Mr. Ross. I might ask Mr. Strobel one question, as to whether or 
not he and I worked that statement out together, and whether or not 
it is accurate. Is that right, Mr. Strobel? 

Mr. Srropet, That is correct. 
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(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


MEMORANDUM IN RE Contract No. DA-49-129-ENnG—-260 (Corps or ENGINEERS) 


This contract was let by the Corps of Engineers to Strobel & Salzman in 1953. 
The contract called for the revision of drawings and specifications for ware- 
houses and heating plants for warehouses. The work to be done under the 
original contract which was dated April 7, 1953, was set out in schedule A 
attached to that contract. The compensation of Strobel & Salzman under this 
contract and schedule was to be $66,035. On July 7, 1953, the contract was 
modified to provide for additional work under schedule A for which Strobel & 
Salzman was to receive $34,826. The total compensation payable to Strobel & 
Salzman was therefore $100,879. All work under this contract was completed 
by Strobel & Salzman before I came to Washington. 

During the course of the work on the contract by Strobel & Salzman the Corps 
of Engineers made certain modifications in the original schedule A of April 
7, 19538, and the additional schedule A of July 7, 1953. These modifications 
called for certain additional work by Strobel & Salzman. There is no question 
that the additional work was requested by the Government and performed hy 
Strobel & Salzman. As the additional work was minor in comparison with 
the total contract, Strobel & Salzman went ahead and did it, without worrying 
at the time about how much the Government would pay for it, and without 
asking for a written modification of the contract. 

Late in 1953, or early in 1954, I informally submitted a statement of the 
“extras” to Mr. Lyn Hench, of the Corps of Engineers. According to this list, 
Strobel & Salzman would have been entitled to about $7,500 for the extra work. 
My idea was to work the matter out without having any dispute about it and 
without causing the contracting officer and his staff any embarrassment by 
reason of the fact that there had been no written contract to cover the “extras.” 
I left the list with Mr. Hench at that time. 

After my talk with Mr. Hench in late 1953, or early 1954, the matter lay 
dormant for some time. In the spring of 1955, I talked to Mr. Hench and his 
assistant, Mr. Uhr, about it. They told me that Strobel & Salzman should 
formally submit the itemized list of extras and credits and they would review 
it. The itemized list was submitted by Mr. Salzman in a letter dated May 6, 
1955, showing that Strobel & Salzman were entitled to compensation for extra 
work in the amount of $8,208. The difference between this figure and my original 
figure was caused by a recomputation of the hours spent on the extra work. 
After the submission of Mr. Salzman’s letter of May 6, 1955, I had no further con- 
versation with any representatives of the Corps of Engineers about the matter. 

On June 21, 1955, Mr. H. B. Zachrison, Sr., of the Corps of Engineers tele- 
phoned Mr. Schwarz in New York and said the Corps of Engineers would allow 
$3,097 for the extra work, and if this was acceptable to Strobel & Salzman, Mr. 
Zachrison would send along the required papers for signature. Mr. Schwarz 
accepted Mr. Zachrison’s offer. Mr. Schwarz took this action without consul- 
tation with me; in fact, at that time I was on the Pacific coast. By letter of 
June 28, 1955, General Tully, of the Corps of Engineers, sent out the necessary 
papers, consisting of an itemized statement of the extra work and an agreement 
for payment of $3,097 by the Government. As the Corps of Engineers wanted to 
have the matter completed by the expiration of the fiscal year on June 30, the 
papers were not sent to Strobel & Salzman in New York but were sent to me in 
Washington by messenger and I signed for the firm. 


Mr. Maerz. May I ask one question, Mr. Chairman? The question 
is this: 

There are two separate Corps of Engineers contracts that we are 
talking about, as I understand it. One is the warehouse contract 
which goes back to 1953, and the eventual compensation paid to 
Strobel & Salzman was $100,879; is that correct ? 
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Mr. Srroset. No. That was the fee = otiated for this contract. 
It actually was negotiated in two parts. The first one was $66,000, 
and the second part, $34,000. And that came to almost $101,000. 

Mr. Materz. And work on that contract, as you point out, was 
completed before you came to Washington / 

Mr. Srroper. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. And in 1955, you had some contact with the Corps 
of Engineers concerning a claim for extras on that ? 

Mr. Srrozex. That is correct. 

Mr. Matrrz. Then there came a time, did there not, when on March 
31, 1954, negotiation was completed on a new contract with the Corps 
of Engineers—— 

Mr. Srropen. Correct. 

Mr. Materz. To design helicopter hangars; is that correct? 

Mr. Srrosext. That is correct. 

Mr. Maerz. And in connection with that second contract, there 
was this disassociation question ? 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Ross. That is correct. 

Mr. Materz. And in the first contract of 1953, you had the prob- 
lem about the claim for extras; in connection with the second, you 
had the problem about disassociation ¢ 

Mr. Srropex. Right. 

Mr. Ross. I have one question about the other contract, the March 
31, 1954, contract. 

Mr. Matrerz. Yes. 

Mr. Ross. Mr. Strobel, you testified, I believe, that you conferred 
with Mr. Williams and agreed on the fee on that contract on March 
31, 1954; is that right ? 

Mr. Srrozex. Correct. 

Mr. Ross. I show you these longhand notes and ask if these are 
your notes made at the time showing that fee, which you agreed 
upon ? 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Ross. Now, this notation here, “Accepted by Mr. Williams, 
3/31/54,” with an arrow pointing to the figure, $71,050; is that your 
handwriting : 

Mr. Srrozex. That is correct. 

Mr. Rogs. Mr. Chairman, could this go in the record ? 

The Cuarrman. Could I see it? 

Mr. Ross. This is our only copy. I wonder if I might substitute a 
photostat. 

The Cuarrman. You might make a photostat of it and then put it 
in the record. 

Mr. Ross. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fine. Those are the notes he made at the time, on March 31, 
1954. 

The Cuarrman. That is all right. 

Mr. Robb, you may put those in the record later, that is, photostat 
copies. 

Mr. Ross. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Ross. Now, one further question, Mr. Chairman. I am trying 
to hurry. 

Mr. Strobel, Mr. Moody testified that he prepared for you a state- 
ment, a draft of a statement, for you to submit to the Corps of Engi- 
neers, I believe, concerning your partnership status; is that correct ? 

Mr. Srrosen. It was a draft that was supposed to be helpful to 
me in answering the question that had been raised by the Corps of 

“ngineers due to the fact that I was at that time a Government 
employee. 

Mr. Fine. Just before you ask the question, let us identify it. Is 
that the memorandum or the affidavit that was annexed to the first 
Moody report to Mr. Mansure ¢ 

Mr. Ross. That is correct ; a memorandum. 

Mr. Frnt. Yes. 

Mr. Ross. And Mr. Moody testified that you did not use that memo- 
randum; is that correct ? 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Ross. Now, tell us why. 

Mr. Srroset. I think the reason is this, as you have just heard from 
testimony by the gentleman from the Corps of Engineers, that it was 
decided to permit “Strobel & Salzman to proceed with producing that 
work and completing it. 

Mr. Marerz. Could I ask one question ? 

Mr. Strobel, I am not clear wg Are you the sole owner of Strobel 
& Salzman, or are you a partner? 

Mr. Srrosex. I think if is pretty clear that Strobel & Salzman is 
a partnership. We have always filed all our tax papers and infor- 
mation on that basis. If I have at any time claimed I was the sole 
owner, that could be interpreted to mean that I personally would 
stand behind whatever responsibilities might be put on that company. 

Mr. Fine. You were guaranteeing performance when you said you 
were the sole owner? 

Mr. Srroser. That is right. 

Mr. Frxe. You were not talking about the legal effect of that 
arrangement between you and Mr. Salzman ? 

Mr. Srropeu. Yes. 

Mr. Ross. Now, Mr. Strobel, is it or is it not true that Mr. Salzman 
is guaranteed $15,000 a year? 

Mr. Srroset. That is correct. 

Mr. Ross. So if your net profit for the year was only $15,000, what 
would be his share of the net profit ? 

Mr. Srrosen. You cannot ied a share of something that does not 
exist. 

Mr. Ross. It would be all of it; would it not? 
Mr. Srroser. Well, it would not exist. But he would get that much 
money. It could cost me that much money for the firm of Strobel & 


Salzman. 

Mr. Ross. Yes. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

May [ at this time express to you——— 

Mr. Fine. Yes. Before you do, do not forget to put in the record 
the income. 

Mr. Rogs. We will do that. 








Soares. 
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Mr. Frve (continuing). That was requested of Mr. Strobel prior 
to and after he became the Commissioner. 

Mr. Ross. We will do that, sir. 

And I thank the chairman for your very great courtesy. 

The Cuamman. Thank you, Mr. Robb. 

Mr. Ross. Thank you for your great courtesy. 

The Cuarrman. It has been nice to have you with us, and I hope 
you will be with us again under more auspicious circumstances, 

Mr. Ross. This is the most pleasant congressional hearing I have 
ever attended. 

The Cuairman. The hearing is now adjourned as far as Mr. Strobel 
is concerned, and the committee will reconvene on Wednesday, Novem- 
ber 2, at 2:30, when the committee will hear from Arthur Fleming, 
Office of Defense Mobilization. 

(Whereupon, at 5:35 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned to recon- 
vene at 2: 30 p. m., Wednesday, November 2, 1955.) 

(The following material was subsequently supplied for the record :) 


NOVEMBER 4, 1955. 
Hon. EpMuND F.. MANSURE, 
Administrator, General Services Administration, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Mansvre: You will recall you testified this past Monday, October 31, 
that you desired to withhold a determination of the propriety of certain activities 
of Mr. Peter A. Strobel, Commissioner of Public Buildings, from a conflict-of- 
interest and ethical standpoint until you had had an opportunity to examine 
earefully the entire transcript of the hearings before our committee. In addi- 
tion, you testified that you would defer taking any action in this matter pending 
your examination of all the testimony. 

The key position which Mr. Strobel occupies in Government and the grave ques- 
tions which have been raised concerning the propriety and ethics of his activi- 
ties make it essential that this matter be resolved expeditiously. Prompt deter- 
mination is particularly important in fariness to Mr. Strobel himself. 

In view of these considerations, it will be appreciated if you will answer each 
of the specific questions hereinafter set forth on or before November 22, 1955. 
These questions should be answered not only in the light of general principles 
of propriety which are applicable to all Government employees but also in light 
of the GSA Code of Ethics, which is required to be adhered to by all GSA 
employees as a condition of employment. 

The GSA Code of Ethics, technically referred to as a “Standards of Conduct,” 
recognizes that “the obligation to protect fully the interests of the Government 
demands the avoidance of circumstances which invite conflict between self-inter- 
est and integrity.” It recognizes that “where an individual accepts employment 
with the Government, he assumes responsibilities over and above efficient and 
loyal performance of his assigned duties.” This is because “in the eyes of the 
public, his personal conduct, both at work and at home, becomes a part of the 
reputation of the Government itself.”” The policy of GSA, as I understand it, 
is that “in all their dealings (GSA) employees shall so conduct themselves as 
to permit no possible basis for suspicion of unethical business practices.” 

With this background in mind I should like to review the testimony briefly. 
The testimony before our committee, as you know, shows that Mr. Strobel has a 
90-percent partnership interest in the New York consulting-engineering firm of 
Strobel & Salzman, which interest he has retained after his appointment by you 
to the post of Commissioner of Public Buildings on July 1, 1954. Strobel & Salz- 
man employs some 22 technical persons. Its work consists in large measure of 
drafting plans and specifications for all types of structural work. Strobel & 
Salzman’s clients are architects for the most part. 

Although Mr. Strobel became Commissioner of Public Buildings, the primary 
company responsibility for Strobel & Salzman still continues to be his. Mr. 
Salzman is responsible to Mr. Strobel for the active day-to-day administration 
of the firm’s business. Mr. Strobel continues to confer and consult with Mr. 
Salzman outside official Government hours of duty “as may be necessary to 
proper performance of company business.” Ordinarily no new biisiness will be 
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undertaken by Strobel & Salzman unless Mr. Strobel’s concurrence is first ob- 
tained despite the fact that Mr. Strobel is serving as Commissioner of Public 
Buildings. 

The testimony shows that since Mr. Strobel became Commissioner of Public 
Buildings he has personally sought to obtain business for Strobel & Salzman from 
prospective clients, although that activity has “dwindled now to the point where 
it is presently not the case.” In 1954 Mr. Strobel’s income from Strobel & Salz- 
man was $34,599 as compared to $86,946 in 1953 and $69,946 in 1952. Separate 
data is not available to indicate Mr. Strobel’s income from Strobel & Salzman 
during the period from July 1, 1954 (when he became Commissioner of Public 
Suildings), to the present. The firm in recent months has been working on an 
overtime basis. 

THE PETROFF CASE 


In this case the testimony before our committee discloses that Mr. Strobel 
as Commissioner of Public Buildings “recommended” to a subordinate official 
in his agency that he award a Public Buildings Service contract to Serge Petroff 
who was at the very time a regular and active client of Strobel & Salzman. The 
testimony shows that while this was not an “absolute instruction” to select 
Petroff for the job, the subordinate inferred, on the basis of his discussion with 
Mr. Strobel, that he was to do business with Petroff and not with any other firm. 
Mr. Strobel made no disclosure to anyone in the agency that Petroff was a regu- 
lar and active client of Strobel & Salzman. 

The details are essentially these: Serge Petroff & Associates is a New York 
City architectural firm. It is also an active and regular client of Strobel «& 
Salzman. In fact, in the last several years the Petroff firm has hired Strobel & 
Salzman to do jobs on the dates indicated with the fee as listed: 


Dates Petroff engaged Strobel & Salzman for engineering work and fee agreed 
to be paid by Petroff to Strobel & Salzman 
May 20, 1958: $9,400. 
December 1, 1954: Not determined. 
January 5, 1955: $12,000 (approximate). 
August 31, 1955: $50. 

On August 26, 1954, shortly after Mr. Strobel became Commissioner, a meeting 
was held in Washington, D. C., between representatives of the Public Buildings 
Service and the Immigration and Naturalization Service to present estimates 
and all pertinent facts so as to make alterations for a building at 70 Columbus 
Avenue, New York City, to be occupied by the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service. At this meeting it was agreed that the cost of alterations should be 
held to approximately $360,000 and that the work was to be completed as promptly 
as possible, with every effort to be made to meet a December 1 deadline. Among 
those present at the meeting were Mr. Strobel and Mr. Edwin H. Lawton, deputy 
regional director of GSA, New York City, in charge of Public Buildings Service 
activities in that area. 

On the same day and after this meeting Mr. Strobel met with Mr. Lawton and 
instructed him to return to New York City that night prepared to negotiate a 
contract with an architect and a construction firm. Among other things Mr. 
Strobel indicated that he would call Serge Petroff and have him meet Mr. Lawton 
in New York City on the next day, August 27. Mr. Strobel also advised that 
the architect was to be instructed to start work immediately so that the weekend 
could be available to make scale layout drawings for estimation purposes. 

The next day, August 27, Serge Petroff appeared at Mr. Lawton’s office in 
New York City and agreed to start work immediately. A verbal contract was 
entered into that day whereby Mr. Petroff was to obtain a fee of $16,390. The 
project was subsequently abandoned. Mr. Petroff ceased work and was paid 
$9,200 by the Public Buildings Service for that portion of the work completed in 
accordance with the terms of the contract. 

Although Mr. Lawton did not regard Mr. Strobel as issuing an “absolute 
instruction” to select Petroff, the fact is that when he left Mr. Strobel’s office on 
August 26 he did not consider awarding this contract to anybody but Petroff. 
Moreover, Mr. Lawton testified “that Mr. Strobel inferred that (he) was to do 
business with Petroff and not with any other firm.” Mr. Lawton testified that 
he “welcomed the suggestion from Mr. Strobel because of the time problem in- 
volved in the work.” He also testified that “there are many architectural firms 
in New York City that are qualified to do this type of work and would undoubtedly 
have been willing te undertake it.” Mr. Strobel informed no one in the agency 
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at the time that Petroff was a regular and active client of Strobel & Salzman; 
indeed it was not until a year later that Mr. Strobel provided GSA with a list 
of Strobel & Salzman clients pursuant to your request. 

In passing it may be noted that Mr. Strobel, in September 1954, offered Mr. 
Petroff the position of Director of the Design and Construction Division of the 
Public Buildings Service, which position, however, Mr. Petroff did not accept. 


Questions on Petroff case 


It will be appreciated if you will furnish answers to each of the following ques- 
tions concerning this Petroff matter : 

1. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel when Commissioner of Public 
Buildings to have recommended Mr. Petroff, a regular and active client of Strobel 
& Salzman, to do the work for the Public Buildings Service job in New York City? 
Was this a violation of the GSA code of ethics? 

2. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel when Commissioner of Public 
Buildings to have inferred to Mr. Lawton that he (Mr. Lawton) was to do busi- 
ness with Petroff and not with any other firm? Was this a violation of the GSA 
code of ethics? 

8. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel not to have advised officials of 
GSA at the time, that Petroff was a regular and active client of Strobel & Salz- 
man? Was this a violation of the GSA code of ethies? 

4. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel not to have disqualified himself 
under the circumstances? Was this a violation of the GSA code of ethics? 


THE FERRENZ & TAYLOR CASE 


In this case the testimony shows that Mr. Strobel when Commissioner of Public 
Buildings solicited business for Strobel & Salzman from the New York City 
architectural firm of Ferrenz & Taylor. Subsequently Strobel & Salzman did 
obtain a contract from this concern. Ferrenz & Taylor, it may be noted, is 
interested in getting Government business from the Public Buildings Service. 

The details are these: In 1948 Strobel & Salzman had attempted to secure 
work from Ferrenz & Taylor but without success. In November or December of 
1954 Mr. Schwarz, business manager of Strobel & Salzman, made an appointment 
with Mr. Ferrenz to see him about the possibility of getting work on a New York 
City housing job. Mr. Ferrenz suggested that Mr. Schwarz bring Mr. Strobel along 
with him. Mr. Strobel, who was then Public Buildings Service Commissioner, 
went with Mr. Schwarz to see Mr. Ferrenz to try to get some business for Strobel & 
Salzman from Ferrenz & Taylor. Mr. Strobel, at the time he made this visit to 
Ferrenz & Taylor, presumed that they “like any other (architectural) firm might 
be interested in work” for the Public Buildings Service. Since Ferrenz & Taylor 
didn’t have a housing job available Mr. Strobel and Mr. Schwarz left after sub- 
mitting a brochure of Strobel & Salzman. 

Mr. Strobel testified that after he and Mr. Schwarz “solicited business rrom 
Ferrenz & Taylor, Strobel & Salzman did obtain 1 contract from Ferrenz & Taylor 
in August 1955 calling for a fee of $18,000.” 

Ferrenz & Taylor, it may be noted, has indicated an interest in getting business 
from the Public Buildings Service. For that purpose it has submitted its brochure 
to the Public Buildings Service on July 30, 1955, and answered an agency question- 
naire. At the present time it is being considered by the agency for work under the 
Public Buildings lease-purchase program if the occasion arises. 


Questions on Ferrenz & Taylor case 


It will be appreciated if you will furnish answers to each of the following 
questions concerning the Ferrenz & Taylor matter: 

1. Was it ethical for Mr. Strobel when serving as Commissioner of Public 
Buildings to solicit business for his private firm from an architectural concern 
that might be interested in getting business from the Public Buildings Service? 
Was this proper or improper? Was this a violation of the GSA code of ethics? 

2. Was it a violation of GSA’s code of ethics for Mr. Strobel, the Commissioner 
of Public Buildings, to solicit business for his private firm without getting 
specific approval therefor from GSA officials in accordance with section 4 of 
this code? 
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SUBMISSION BY PUBLIC BUILDINGS SERVICE TO THE CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY OF 
LIST OF “OUTSTANDING ARCHITECTS” 


In this ease the testimony before our committee demonstrates that Mr. Strobel 
as Commissioner of Public Buildings participated in preparing a list of 14 out- 
standing architects to be sent to CIA which then would use it to select architects 
to design the proposed new CIA building. Four of the architects on this list 
which was submitted to CIA were at the very time regular and active clients 
of Strobel & Salzman; two others were old clients of Strobel & Salzman; and still 
two others were architectural concerns with whom Strobel & Salzman had nego- 
tiated for business in the past. Mr. Strobel failed to inform officials in his 
agency as to the relations between these architects and Strobel & Salzman. 

The details are essentially as follows: On July 20, 1955, CIA requested the 
Public Buildings Service to submit to it a list of outstanding architects from 
whom CIA might select architects to design the new CIA headquarters building 
in Washington, D. C., which is estimated to cost some $46 million. The archi- 
tects’ fee for this building will come to some $2 million. Mr. Strobel as 
Commissioner of Public Buildings personally participated in preparing a list 
of 14 outstanding architects which subsequently was sent to CIA by the Public 
Buildings Service as suggested firms. Of the 14 architects on this list, 4 archi- 
tects were on August 3, 1955 (when preparation of the list was completed), 
active clients of Strobel & Salzman; 2 were firms with whom Strobel & Salzman 
had previously done business; 2 were firms with whom Strobel & Salzman had 
negotiated for business in the past. Thus, of the 14 architectural firms included 
in the list, 8 were architectural firms with which Strobel & Salzman were having 
or then did have business relations. Mr. Strobel did not inform anyone in 
GSA of the relationships between these architectural firms and Strobel & 
Salzman. 


Questions concerning submission by Public Buildings Service of list of “out- 
standing architects” to CIA 

It will be appreciated if you will furnish answers to each of the following 
questions concerning the CIA matter: 

1. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel as Commissioner of Public Build- 
ings to have participated in preparing a list of 14 outstanding architects for the 
CIA, which included a number of firms which had business relationships with 
Strobel & Salzman? Was this a violation of the GSA code of ethics? 

2. Was it a violation of the GSA code of ethics for Mr. Strobel as Commissioner 
of Public Buildings to have participated in preparing a list of 14 outstanding 
architects for the CIA, a number of whom had business relationships with 
Strobel & Salzman? | 

3. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel as Commissioner of Public Build- 
ings to have participated in the preparation of this list without making known 
the fact that a number of the firms included were at the very time clients of 
Strobel & Salzman’? Was this a violation of the GSA code of ethics? 

4. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel as Commissioner of Public 
Buildings Service not to have disqualified himself under the circumstances in 
the preparation of this list of outstanding architects? Was this a violation of 
the GSA code of ethics? 

THE ROBERT & CO. CASE 


In this case Mr. Strobel, as Commissioner of Public Buildings, participated in 
the negotiation of a Public Buildings contract to an architectural concern, Robert 
& Co., with whom Strobel & Salzman had business relationships. Indeed Robert 
& Co. had some 15 months before tried to assist Strobel & Salzman in getting busi 
ness from the city of Dearborn, Mich. Mr. Strobel failed to make known to the 
GSA Administrator this business relationship. 

The details are these: On August 23, 1955, Mr. Strobel, acting in his capacity 
as Commissioner of Public Buildings Service, approved the negotiation by the 
Public Buildings Service of an architect-engineer contract with Robert & Company 
Associates, Atlanta, Ga., for “modification and addition to specifications” for the 
United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare Communicable 
Disease Center in Atlanta. This contract was signed by Mr. Strobel on behalf 
of the Public Buildings Service on September 29, 1955, and called for a fee of 
$24,240. 

Robert & Co., it may be noted, had prepared the original plans and specifica- 
tions for this building under a contract entered into with PBS on April 14, 1950, 
which called for a fee of $382,350. The GSA Administrator had received criti- 
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cism that the Robert firm “had received a number of jobs in the past, and many 
people felt it should be spread around a bit.” In a telephone conversation on 
August 4, 1955, Mr. Strobel explained that it would be unethical to bring in 
another architectural firm on plans that had been completed originally by the 
Robert firm. On August 12, 1955, Mr. Strobel wrote the Administrator that it 
would be impracticable to utilize the services of any other firm for two reasons: 
First, that no reputable architect would take the drawings of another architect 
at this stage and make the changes required by the Public Health Service; and, 
second, if a firm could be found willing to undertake the work, the fee would be 
much larger than the fee that would be paid by Robert & Co. These views coin- 
cided with the recommendations of Public Buildings Service staff personnel most 
familiar with the matter. The GSA Administrator then personally made the 
decision to award the contract of the Robert firm. 

Mr. Strobel, however, did not inform the GSA Administrator at the time of 
the business relationships between Robert & Co. and Strobel & Salzman. For 
example, in 1950 Strobel & Salzman solicited business from Robert & Co. In 
1952 Strobel & Salzman hired Robert & Co. as a subcontractor to draft alternate 
plans and specifications for a municipal incinerator plant. In the latter part 
of March 1954 Robert & Co. sought to help Strobel & Salzman get an engineering 
contract from the city of Dearborn, Mich. In February 1955 Mr. Strobel, while 
in Atlanta on GSA business, discussed with Robert & Co. matters pertaining to 
the incinerator plant. 

Questions concerning the Robert & Co. case 

It will be appreciated if you will furnish answers to each of the following 
questions : 

1. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel as Commissioner of Public Build- 
ings not to have informed the GSA Administrator of the business relationships 
between Robert & Co. and Strobel & Salzman? Was this a violation of the GSA 
code of ethics? 

2. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel as Commissioner of Public Build- 
ings not to have disqualified himself from participating in any way in the 
negotiation of a contract with Robert & Co., in view of its business relationship 
with Strobel & Salzman? Was this a violation of the GSA code of ethics? 


PROSECUTION OF A PRIVATE CLAIM BEFORE THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


The testimony also shows that Mr. Strobel while Commissioner of Public 
Buildings prosecuted a claim before the Corps of Engineers on behalf of Strobel 
& Salzman. The details are these: 

On April 7, 1953, Strobel & Salzman secured a contract from the Corps of Engi- 
neers to revise drawings and specifications for warehouses and heating plants. 
On July 7, 1953, the contract was modified to provide for additional work. Total 
compensation payable to Strobel & Salzman was $100,879. All work under this 
contract was completed before Mr. Strobel assumed Government employment. 

Late in 1953 or early in 1954 Mr. Strobel informally submitted a statement of 
extras to Mr. Lyn Hench of the Corps of Engineers. According to this list 
Strobel & Salzman would have been entitled to about $7,500 for the extra work. 
In or about May 1955 Mr. Strobel, who had become Commissioner of Public 
Buildings, saw Mr. Hench on several occasions to prosecute this $7,500 claim for 
extras on behalf of Strobel & Salzman. On June 21, 1955, this claim was settled 
by Mr. Schwarz of Strobel & Salzman for $3,097. 

This matter is now being investigated by the FBI to determine whether it 
involves a violation of a criminal statute (18 U. 8. C., sec. 2883) which prohibits 
Government employees from acting as an agent in prosecuting any claim against 
the United States before any Government agency. For that reason questions 
concerning a possible violation are not being sent addressed to you since they are 
outside your jurisdiction. However, it will be appreciated if you will advise 
whether Mr. Strobel’s activities in prosecuting a private claim for his firm while 
a Government official without making that fact known to the agency are not in 
violation of GSA’s Code of Ethics. 


STROBEL & SALZMAN HELICOPTER HANGAR CONTRACT WITH THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


On March 31, 1954, one day before Mr. Strobel was appointed by the GSA 
Administrator as a full-time consultant in GSA to familiarize himself with the 
duties of Commissioner of Public Buildings, he negotiated a contract with the 
Corps of Engineers on behalf of Strobel & Salzman for the design of helicopter 
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hangars. This contract was executed in May 1954 with Mr. Salzman signing 
the contract on behalf of Strobel & Salzman. At the time this contract was 
signed the Corps of Engineers was unaware that Mr. Strobel had become a Gov- 
ernment employee. Indeed, if Mr. Strobel had made that fact known it is ques- 
tionable whether the Corps of Engineers would have entered into the contract 
with Strobel & Salzman in view of public policy considerations militating against 
the Corps of Engineers doing business with Government employees. In any 
event the Corps of Engineers would have given a much closer look to all the 
circumstances and would have had to check to determine legality. 

After the Corps of Engineers learned that Mr. Strobel had become Com- 
missioner of Public Buildings it wrote Strobel & Salzman on August 4, 1954, 
inquiring as to whether Mr. Strobel would disassociate himself from his firm’s 
profits on this contract. On September 16, 1954, a stop order was issued by the 
corps pending clarification of this matter. However, in view of the fact that a 
substantial part of the performance had been completed, the Corps of Engineers 
subsequently rescinded the stop order and allowed Strobel & Salzman to com- 
plete the contract without Mr. Strobel disassociating himself from the firm’s 
profits. The Corps of Engineers also decided to award no future business to 
Strobel & Salzman during Mr. Strobel’s tenure as a Government employee. 


Questions concerning Strobel & Salzman helicopter hangars contract with the 
Corps of Engineers 

It will be appreciated if you will furnish answers to each of the following 
questions concerning this matter: 

1. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel to fail to have notified the Corps 
of Engineers prior to its execution of this contract with Strobel & Salzman in 
May 1954 that he had assumed a full-time Government position on April 1, 
1954? 

2. Was this a violation of the GSA code of ethics? 

In addition to the questions presented above it will be appreciated if you will 
answer the following questions concerning additional matters that were testified 
to in the course of the hearings: 

1. Was it a violation of the GSA code of ethics for Mr. Strobel, Commissioner 
of Public Buildings, not to have notified GSA officials that he was engaged in 
outside business activity on behalf of Strobel & Salzman? 

2. Was it a violation of the GSA code of ethics for Mr. Strobel, Commissioner 
of Public Buildings, not to have secured approval of GSA officials to engage in 
outside business activities on behalf of Strobel & Salzman? 

3. In light of the testimony presented, was Mr. Strobel being entirely forth- 
right when he informed the GSA Administrator prior to assuming his Government 
post and again on December 27, 1954, that he had relinquished all active par- 
ticipation in the management of Strobel & Salzman? 

4. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel not to have informed the GSA 
Administrator that he would continue to seek clients for Strobel & Salzman after 
becoming Commissioner of Public Buildings? 

5. Was Mr. Strobel’s action proper or improper in declining to sign the GSA 
standards of conduct statement on December 20, 1954, when requested to do so 
by the GSA Office of Compliance? 

6. Was Mr. Strobel’s action proper or improper in declining on December 27, 
1954, and again on August 9, 1955, to permit the GSA Office of Compliance to 
obtain a list of clients of Strobel & Salzman clients? 

7. Whether all GSA employees are required, upon assuming employment, to 
sign and certify that they will adhere to the GSA code of ethics as a condition 
of employment? 

8. Why Mr. Strobel was not required upon assuming Government employment 
to sign and certify that he would adhere to the GSA code of ethics as a condition 
of employment? 

9. Why Mr. Strobel was not required to sign and certify to the GSA code of 
ethics until almost 10 months after his employment? 

10. Whether there has been any conflict of interest resulting from Mr. Strobel’s 
private activities on behalf of Strobel & Salzman? 

11. Whether Mr. Strobel’s continuing relationship with Strobel & Salzman has 
been compatible or incompatible with his governmental duties as Commissioner 
of Public Buildings? 

Sincerely yours, 
EMANUEL CELLER, Chairman. 
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WasuHrNetTon 5, D. C., November 4, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, House Committee on the Judiciary, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CELLER: In his recent testimony before the Antitrust Subcommittee 
of the Committee on the Judiciary, Mr. Peter A. Strobel testified that he “par- 
ticipated” in the preparation of a list of architects which was submitted to the 
Central Intelligence Agency on August 4, 1955. It now appears, however, that 
this testimony by Mr. Strobel was in error, and that he did not participate in 
the preparation of the list. 

It appears that the list in question was prepared by the Evaluation Committee 
of the Design and Construction Division of the Public Building Service, after 
office hours on August 3; that Mr. Strobel did not participate in this work; and 
that the list was presented to him on August 4, simultaneously with its sub- 
mission to the Central Intelligence Agency. The members of the Evaluation 
Committee were Messrs. Otis R. Poss, Acting Director, Design and Construction 
Division; L. L. Hunter, supervising architect; and H. B. Dominick, production 
officer. We enclose an affidavit from these gentlemen setting out in detail the 
method followed in the preparation of the list. 

We respectfully request that the enclosed affidavit be made a part of the 
record. 

Very sincerely, ROGER Ross. 


STATEMENT BY THE EVALUATION COMMITTEE, DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION DIVISION, 
ON THE TESTIMONY MADE BY PETER A. STROBEL, COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC BUILD- 
INGS SERVICE, RE List oF ARCHITECTS SUBMITTED To CIA 


Page 440, line 4, of the official verbatim transcript of the hearings, in answer 
to a question by the chairman, “Did you participate in the final list?” Mr. 
Strobel replied, ‘“‘The answer would be ‘yes.’ ” 

In July 1955, the Evaluation Committee compiled a list of 81 outstanding 
firms from information obtained from various sources. The final list referred 
to resulted from the screening by the Evaluation Committee of qualification 
questionnaires and data received on or before August 3 from firms on this list. 

Mr. Strobel’s statement above is at variance with the facts. The facts con- 
cerning the preparation of this list are as follows: 

In July 1955, the Public Buildings Service requested a number of outstanding 
architectural firms throughout the country to submit qualification questionnaires 
and data which were to be used in selecting architects for professional services 
for several large buildings proposed for the Washington area. 

On August 3, the Director of the Central Intelligence Agency advised by letter 
that they desired to proceed immediately with the selection of an architect. A 
meeting between representatives of CIA and the Commissioner was scheduled 
for 1:30 p. m., August 4. 

In order to be prepared to discuss the selection of architects with the CIA, 
the Evaluation Committee met after office hours on August 3 and reviewed the 
submission made by the architects in response to the above-mentioned PBS 
letters. From the submissions made by that date, the Committee listed 14 firms, 
comprising 11 combinations, that it considered well qualified to prepare plans 
and specifications for projects of this magnitude. 

The representatives of the CIA came to Commissioner Strobel’s office at the 
appointed time on August 4, at which time Messrs. Poss and Hunter presented 
to the Commissioner this list of names. 

The Commissioner definitely did not participate in the evaluation of these 
firms or in the preparation of this final list. He was not present when the final 
list was being prepared. 

The Committee did not have knowledge that any of the firms requested to 
submit questionnaires or any of the firms selected on the final list were at any 
time clients of the firm of Strobel & Salzman. 

Otis R. Poss, 
Acting Director, Design and Construction Division. 
L. L. HUNTER, 
Supervising Architect. 
H. B. DomInick, 
Production Officer. 
Subscribed and sworn to this 3d day of November 1955. 
[SEAL] Mary A. BEALL, 
Notary Public, District of Columbia. 
My commission expires August 14, 1957. 
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NOVEMBER 7, 1955. 
ROGER Ross, Esq., 
Bingham, Collins, Porter & Kistler, 
Tower Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Ross: This will acknowledge your letter of November 4, 1955, to 
which you attached an affidavit by members of the Evaluation Committee of 
the Design and Construction Division of the Public Buildings Service concerning 
the preparation of a final list of architects which was submitted by PBS to the 
Central Intelligence Agency on August 4, 1955. 

You say that it now appears that Mr. Strobel’s testimony that he participated 
in the preparation of this list was in error. 

In this connection I must point out that Mr. Strobel testified on two separate 
occasions that he personally participated in the preparation of the list of “out- 
standing” architects that was submitted to the Central Intelligence Agency. The 
first time was on Friday, October 28, when Mr. Strobel testified (Transcript, 
p. 362): 

“The CHAIRMAN. You participated in making up that list? 

“Mr. Srrospet. That is right.” 

On Monday, October 31, Mr. Strobel again testified concerning his participa- 
tion in the preparation of this list (Transcript, pp. 489-440) : 

“Mr. SrroBer. Yes; I would say that I knew about the preparation of the list. 

“The CHAIRMAN. No; not only knew, but did you participate in the prepara- 
tion? 

“Mr. Srropevt. Not the original list; no, sir. 

“The CHAIRMAN. Did you participate in the final list? 

“Mr. Strope,. The answer would be ‘Yes.’ ” 

You are aware, of course, that Mr. Strobel had abundant opportunity to cor- 
rect whatever testimony he desired. In fact the committee expressly made time 
available for Mr. Strobel to present such rebuttal testimony as he desired. 
It is significant that Mr. Strobel at no time during the course of the hearings 
corrected the above testimony although he did take the opportunity presented 
to him to correct and clarify certain other aspects of his testimony. 

Moreover, it is rather surprising that Mr. Strobel did not ask the members 
of the Evaluation Committee of the Public Buildings Service to testify concern- 
ing the preparation of this list during the rebuttal time that was made available 
by the committee. If such testimony had been received, the committee would 
have had an opportunity to cross-examine the members of this Evaluation 
Committee of the Public Buildings Service as to all the circumstances sur- 
rounding the preparation of this list. 

I note also that the affidavit submitted by the members of the Evaluation 
Committee is silent on the question as to whether Mr. Strobel participated in 
preparing prior or preliminary lists of architects who would be eligible for 
the CIA project. 

Despite these considerations, in order to be completely fair about this matter, 
I am inserting your letter and the attached affidavit in the record of hearings. 
I am also inserting in the record a copy of this letter. 

Sincerely yours, 
EMANUEL CELLER, Chairman. 


NOVEMBER 8, 1955. 
Hon. EpMuNpD F. MANSURE, 
Administrator, General Services Administration, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. MANsuRE: When I came to Washington it was understood between 
us that I would retain my financial interest in the firm of Strobel & Salzman, 
consulting engineers, of New York. This I have done and there has never been 
any secret about my personal business connections. At no time, however, have 
I used or sought to use my official position to further my private interests. In 
no case has any official action of mine been influenced by my private interests. 
My firm has not received any financial benefit, directly or indirectly, by reason 
of my official position. In fact, the business of the firm has decreased by more 
than 50 percent since I accepted public office. 

It now appears, however, that no matter how honorable my conduct and no 
matter how innocent my intentions, the mere existence of my private business 
connections will be seized upon by some people to create suspicion and embarrass 
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me and the administration. In view of this situation I think it would be better 
if I returned to my engineering firm, and I, therefore, ask that you accept 
my resignation, effective immediately. 

As you know, I came to Washington with no thought of private gain, but 
only in the hope that I might be of some service to the Government. I regret that 
circumstances now make it inadvisable for me to continue that service. 

Sincerely yours, 


{ 
i 
| 
; 
! 
' 


P. A. STROBEL, 
Commissioner of Public Buildings. 


NOvEMBER 8, 1955. 
Hon. Peter A. STROBEL, 


Commissioner, Public Buildings Service, Washington, D. C. 


DeaR Mr. StroseEL: I have your letter of November 8 submitting your resigna- 
tion as Commissioner of Public Buildings. Your resignation is accepted with 
regret, for you brought to the Public Buildings Service a high professional com- 
petence and experience that has been of great benefit in the work of PBS. 

You have served during a very important period and have contributed im- 
measurably to the lease-purchase program which has been most beneficial to 
all concerned. I am deeply appreciative of your cooperation and help. 

I understand your decision to resign is motivated by considerations of loyalty 
to the administration. I believe that decision was the wise one under the cir- 
cumstances and commend you for your fine attitude. My good wishes go 
with you. 

Sincerely yours, 
EpMUND F.. MANSURE, 
Administrator of General Services. 


7 SPARE RR RE Some 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 


Washington 25, D. C., November 22, 1955. 
Re Peter A. Strobel. 


Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN CELLER: In your letter to me of the 4th, you requested that 
I answer, on or before the 22d, each of the questions set forth therein about the 
activities of Mr. Peter A. Strobel while he was Commissioner of Public Buildings. 
In the main, these questions relate to whether or not Mr. Strobel, in specific 
detailed instances, did or did not violate the GSA Standards of Conduct or other- 
wise act improperly in the performance of his duties. 

You asked that the questions be answered not only in the light of general prin- 
ciples of propriety which are applicable to all Government employees but also in 
the light of the GSA Standards of Conduct which are required to be adhered to by 
all GSA employees as a condition of employment. 

The most serious penalty which could be inflicted administratively for a viola- 
tion of our Standards of Conduct would be dismissal, if found to be warranted 
after full administrative investigation and hearing. As we informed you at the 
time, Mr. Strobel resigned on November 8 from the position of Commissioner of 
Public Buildings. His resignation was accepted on the same date. Therefore, 

i answers to the questions no longer are material to administrative disposition of 
| the matter. However, you have advised that the committee nevertheless desires 
) specific answers to the questions. 

You asked me similar questions when I testified during the hearing. As pointed 
out in your letter, I declined to give my opinion during the hearing in answer to 
the questions because I did not know about the activities of Mr. Strobel as brought 
out during the hearing until they were so brought out, and I did not hear all of the 
testimony. 

I approved Mr. Strobel retaining his financial interest in his private engineer- 
ing firm when he assumed the duties of Commissioner of Public Buildings, but 
it was expressly understood that he had relinquished active management of his 
firm. An investigation of his background conducted by GSA before he took office, 
disclosed that Mr. Strobel was eminently well qualified for the position and was 
a man of high moral character. I did not know about his continued activities 
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in behalf of his firm while he was Commissioner of Public Buildings until they 
were disclosed at the hearing. There was no way I could have known about these 
activities unless they were brought to my attention by Mr. Strobel or someone 
else. I would not have approved such activities if I had known about them. 

Neither did I know about his activities as Commissioner of Public Buildings 
in regard to the Petroff or the Ferrenz and Taylor matters, nor did I know 
that these companies were clients of Mr. Strobel’s private engineering firm nor 
did I know that he had had private business relations with Robert & Co. until 
this information was disclosed at the hearing. 

Concerning Mr. Strobel’s failure to submit to me a list of the clients of his 
private concern in response to official requests, it should be understood that 
such list was requested not to embarrass Mr. Strobel but to protect him from 
criticism. Had that list been furnished, we would have screened all proposed 
GSA contracts against it and when it was thus disclosed that GSA was about to 
enter into a contract with a client of Mr. Strobel’s private engineering firm, Mr. 
Strobel would have been disqualified from participating in the negotiation, award, 
or execution of such contract. 

In all fairness it must be said that the official record which forms the basis for 
my answers to your questions contains no affirmative evidence that Mr. Strobel 
deliberately intended to commit any breach of ethics or integrity, nor is there 
any evidence that Mr. Strobel deliberately intended to exercise any undue 
influence or in any manner to use his official position for private gain. 

Will endeavor to express my opinion in response to each of your questions 
on the basis of the information gained from a review of the record and in the 
light of the foregoing general comments. 

Concerning the Petroff matter, you ask: 

Question 1. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel when Commissioner 
of Public Buildings to have recommended Mr. Petroff, a regular and active 
client of Strobel & Salzman to do the work for the Public Buildings Service job 
in New York City? Was this a violation of the GSA Code of Ethics? 

Question 2. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel when Commissioner 
of Public Buildings to have inferred to Mr. Lawton that he (Mr. Lawton) was to 
do business with Petroff and not with any other firms? Was this a violation 
of the GSA Code of Ethics? 

Answer. I feel that Mr. Strobel was motivated by his concern for the Govern- 
ment’s interest in this instance and acted as he did only to assure speedy action. 
I do not regard his actions in this instance as improper—they may have been 
unwise. I would not consider them as in violation of our Standards of Conduct. 

Question 3. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel not to have advised 
officials of GSA at the time, that Petroff was a regular and active client of 
Strobel & Salzman? Was this a violation of the GSA Code of Ethics? 

Question 4. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel not to have disqualified 
himself under the circumstances? Was this a violation of the GSA Code of 
Ethics? 

Answer. These actions were improper and in violation of our Standards of 
Conduct. 

Concerning the Ferrenz & Taylor matter, you ask: 

Question 1. Was it ethical for Mr. Strobel when serving as Commissioner of 
Public Buildings to solicit business for his private firm from an architectural 
concern that might be interested in getting business from the Public Buildings 
Service? Was this proper or improper? Was this a violation of the GSA 
Code of Ethics? 

Question 2. Was it a violation of GSA’s Code of Ethics for Mr. Strobel, the 
Commissioner of Public Buildings, to solicit business for his private firm without 
getting specific approval therefor from GSA officials in accordance with section 
4 of this code? 

Answer. These activities did not measure up to the principles of ethics pre- 
seribed in our Standards of Conduct and, therefore, would be regarded as 
improper. 

Concerning submission of a list of architects to CIA, you ask: 

Question 1. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel as Commissioner of 
Public Buildings to have participated in preparing a list of 14 “outstanding 
architects” for the CIA, which included a number of firms which had business 
relationships with Strobel & Salzman? Was this a violation of the GSA Code of 
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Question 2. Was it a violation of the GSA Code of Ethics for Mr. Strobel as 
Commissioner of Public Buildings to have participated in preparing a list of 
14 “outstanding architects” for the CIA, a number of whom had business re- 
lationships with Strobel & Salzman? 

Answer. Considering the status of the matter at the time the list was sub- 
mitted, and since the extent of Mr. Strobel’s participation in the selection of the 
names included in the list is not entirely clear from the record, I would not regard 
these actions as clearly improper or in clear violation of our Standards of 
Conduct. 

Question 3. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel, as Commissioner of 
Public Buiddings, to have participated in the preparation of this list without 
making known the fact that a number of the firms included were at the very 
time clients of Strobel & Salzman? Was this a violation of the GSA Code of 
Ethics? 

Question 4. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel, as Commissioner of 
Public Buildings Service, not to have disqualified himself under the circumstances 
in the preparation of this list of “outstanding architects”? Was this a violation 
of the GSA Code of Ethics? 

Answer. These actions were improper and in violation of our Standards of 
Conduct. 

Concerning the Robert & Co. matter, you ask: 

Question 1. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel, as Commissioner of 
Public Buildings, not to have informed the GSA Administrator of the business 
relationships between Robert & Co. and Strobel & Salzman? Was this a violation 
of the GSA Code of Ethics? 

Question 2. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel, as Commissioner of 
Public Buildings, not to have disqualified himself from participating in any way 
in the negotiation of a contract with Robert & Co. in view of its business relation- 
ship with Strobel & Salzman? Was this a violation of the GSA Code of Ethics? 

Answer. As I testified, I consider that I, and not Mr. Strobel, made the deci- 
sion to contract with Robert & Co. in this instance. Mr. Strobel should have told 
me of his former business dealings with the company. His failure to do so was 
in violation of the spirit, if not the letter, of our Standards of Conduct. 

Concerning the Corps of Engineers contract, you ask: 

Question 1. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel to fail to have notified 
the Corps of Engineers prior to its execution of this contract with Strobel & Salz- 
man in May 1954 that he had assumed a full-time Government position on April 
1, 1954? 

Question 2. Was this a violation of the GSA Code of Ethics? 

Answer. While I think Mr. Strobel should have notified the Corps of Engineers 
when he assumed duty with the Government, his failure to do so was not a 
violation of our Standards of Conduct. 

Also, you ask for my answer to the following additional questions: 

Question 1. Was it a violation of the GSA Code of Ethics for Mr. Strobel, Com- 
missioner of Public Buildings, not to have notified GSA officials that he was 
engaged in outside business activity on behalf of Strobel & Salzman? 

Answer 1. Yes. 

Question 2. Was it a violation of the GSA Code of Ethics for Mr. Strobel, Com- 
missoiner of Public Buildings, not to have secured approval of GSA officials to 
engage in outside business activities on behalf of Strobel & Salzman? 

Answer 2. Yes. 

Question 3. In light of the testimony presented, was Mr. Strobel being entirely 
forthright when he informed the GSA Administrator prior to assuming his Goy- 
ernment post, and again on December 27, 1954, that he had relinquished all active 
participation in the management of Strobel & Salzman? 

Answer 3. No. 

Question 4. Was it proper or improper for Mr. Strobel not to have informed the 
GSA Administrator that he would continue to seek clients for Strobel & Salzman 
after becoming Commissioner of Public Buildings? 

Answer 4. It was improper. 

Question 5. Was Mr. Strobel’s action proper or improper in declining to sign the 
GSA Standards of Conduct Statement on December 20, 1954, when requested to 
do so by the GSA Officer of Compliance? 

Answer 5: Since Mr. Strobel did sign the form on December 27, 1954, I would 
not regard the fact that there was some delay in the signing as of major im- 
portance. 





280 CONFLICT OF INTEREST 


Question 6. Was Mr. Strobel’s action proper or improper in declining on De- 
cember 27, 1954, and again on August 9, 1955, to permit the GSA Office of Com- 
pliance to obtain a list of clients of Strobel & Salzman? 

Answer 6. Mr. Strobel was under no obligation to permit our investigators to 
examine his private firm’s books, but he should have made the list available him- 
self when he was first requested to do so. 

Question 7. Whether all GSA employees are required, upon assuming employ- 
ment, to sign and certify that they will adhere to the GSA Code of Ethics as a 
condition of employment? 

Answer 7. All employees, as a condition of employment, are required to com- 
ply with our Standards of Conduct. It has only been since the early part of 
August 1954, however, that all employees are required to certify that they have 
read and are familiar with our Standards of Conduct. 

Question 8. Why Mr. Strobel was not required upon assuming Government 
employment to sign and certify that he would adhere to the GSA Code of Ethics 
as a condition of employment? 

Answer 8. See the answer to question 7, above. 

Question 9. Why Mr. Strobel was not required to sign and certify to the GSA 
Code of Ethics until almost 10 months after his employment? 

Answer 9. In view of the answer to question 7, it is apparent that the delay 
was 5, not 10 months. During that time, we were in the process of having thou- 
sands of the forms signed and it was not until about the first of December that 
his failure to sign came to my attention. He did sign on December 27, 1954. 

Question 10. Whether there has been any conflict-of-interest resulting from 
Mr. Strobel’s private activities on behalf of Strobel & Salzman? 

Answer 10. The evidence adduced at the hearing would seem to indicate a 
violation of our Standards of Conduct concerning conflict between private in- 
terests and official activities. 

Question 11. Whether Mr. Strobel’s continuing relationship with Strobel & 
Salzman has been compatible or incompatible with his governmental duties as 
Commissioner of Public Buildings? 

Answer 11. Incompatible. 

I trust that the foregoing will be sufficient for your purposes. 

Cordially yours, 
(Signed) Epmunp F. Mansure, Administrator. 
Y 
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